SAN  FRANCISCO  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


3  1223  07166  2804 

dTLXXU. 


Eincisco  City  Planning  Commission 
oan  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency- 
Final 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENT 
YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


82.35E 

Draft  Publication  Date:  May  28,  1982 
Public  Comment  Period:  May  28,  1982  through  July  6,  1982 
Public  Hearing  Date:  July  6,  1982 
Certification  Date:  January  4,  1983 


5/S 


San  Francisco  Public  Library 

Go\/ernment  Information  Centflf 
San  f  rancisco  Public  Library 
100  Lh!  kin  Street,  5th  Roor 
San  f-rancisco,  CA  94108 

REFERENCE  BOOK 


Not  to  be  taken  from  the  Library 


San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 
And  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 


Final 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENT 
YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


82.35E 

Draft  Publication  Date:  May  28,  1982 
Public  Comment  Period:  May  28,  1982  through  July  6,  1982 
Public  Hearing  Date:  July  6,  1982 
Certification  Date:  January  4,  1983 


i  ».  :.  :r  J 

I  n  N  u,  I 

■  ■•  U.  . 

•  •  J.  I 

•  "  n  I 

•  N  t.  u  • 
\  %  i  . 

■  I  ■ 

r  i  :  4  t" 

:  -  I  :  r 


III  r; ' 
III  iir  t 

If . 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/yerbabuenacenter4198sanf 


Table  of  Contents 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  Second  Supplement  is  organized  into  two 
sections.    The  first,  containing  headings  S.  through  XIV.,  below,  is  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (Draft  EIR)  Second  Supplement,  distributed  for 
public  review  and  comment  from  May  28,  1982  through  July  13,  1982.  The 
second,  consisting  of  heading  XV.,  below,  is  the  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses.    The  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  contains  comments  received 
during  the  public  review  period,  responses  to  those  comments  and  to  concerns 
raised  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  City  Planning 
Commission  at  their  joint  December  2,  1982  meeting.    Revisions  noted  in  the 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  are  listed  there  only;  no  changes  have  been 
made  to  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR  Second  Supplement.    Corrections  to  XV.  C. 
noted  in  XV.  D.  have  been  made. 
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S.  SUMMARY 


This  document  is  a  second  supplement  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EE  77.220,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  78011633), 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBC  FEIR,  published  and  certified  by  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission  on 
April  25,  1978.    The  purpose  of  this  second  Supplement  is  to  provide 
environmental  information  to  the  public  and  to  decision-makers  in  connection 
with  the  approval  of  land  disposition  and  development  agreements  for  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area. 

The  1978  YBC  FEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  then-proposed 
Moscone  Convention  Center  and  alternative  development  scenarios  for  the  entire 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
YBC).    On  July  21,  1981,  a  first  supplement  to  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  was 
certified.    That  document,  entitled  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental 
Impact  Report  Supplement  (EE  81.27,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  78011633), 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  further  analyzed  in 
more  detail  potential  development  on  two  blocks  within  YBC,  including  the  site 
of  the  current  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  Building. 

The  present  document,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Second  Supplement,  82.35E,  hereinafter  called  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement, 
updates  the  environmental  analysis  contained  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  and  the 
First  YBC  EIR  Supplement.    This  second  Supplement  follows  the  format  and 
general  mode  of  analysis  in  the  original  1978  YBC  FEIR,  since  it  is  designed 
as  a  supplement  and  not  a  new  completely  separate  EIR.    Like  the  1978  YBC  FEIR 
it  analyzes  the  environmental  effects  of  development  throughout  YBC,  bringing 
the  reader  up  to  date  as  to  changes  that  have  occurred  in  the  YBC  vicinity  and 
in  proposed  intensities  and  location  of  development  throughout  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Project  Area.    This  document  has  been  prepared  as  a  Supplement 
to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  EIR  (YBC  FEIR)  (EE  77.220,  State  Clearinghouse 
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No.  7801163),  which  was  certified  on  April  25,  1978.    Four  alternative 
development  plans  and  variants  on  them,  and  the  November  1977  Tentative 
Proposal  were  considered  for  the  entire  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  in  the 
1978  YBC  FEIR. 

Although  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  may  be  read  independently  of  the 
previous  documents,  its  analysis  parallels  that  of  the  First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  and  the  original  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Much  of  the  description  and 
analysis  in  these  previous  documents  remains  valid  and  useful.  Accordingly, 
wherever  appropriate,  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  refers  to,  incorporates 
and  sunnarizes  material  from  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
In  addition,  the  four  prototype  scenarios,  developed  as  Alternatives  A,  B,  C 
and  D  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  and  described  below,  remain  extremely  useful  as 
alternatives  to  the  Main  Program  for  purposes  of  environmental  comparison. 
These  four  prototypes  were  employed  as  environmental  bench-marks  in  the  First 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  are  retained  herein  for  comparative  purposes  as  well. 
Thus,  the  three  documents— the  YBC  FEIR  with  its  prototype  alternatives,  the 
First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  with  its  more  specific  analyses  of  tv/o  blocks  and 
this  Second  YBC  EIR  Suppl ement— may  be  considered  together,  and  will  jointly 
serve  governmental  decision-makers  during  their  deliberations. 

The  1978  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  were  selected  so  as  to  present  a  range  of 
potential  development  alternatives  and  a  range  of  potential  impacts  from 
relatively  low  density  to  relatively  high  density: 

Alternative  A  was  based  on  the  then  existing  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC 
and  included  a  hotel  and  apparel  mart  on  Central  Block  2  (CB-2),  a 
convention  center'  and  about  6  million  square  feet  of  office  space. 

Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee 
on  Yerba  Buena  Center  and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  Central 
Block  2  (CB-2),  a  convention  center,  and  about  3  million  square  feet  of 
office  space. 
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Alternative  C  was  derived  from  various  public  comments  and  suggestions  in 
the  earlier  1973  EIR  and  1973  EIS  and  included  a  2-block  park  on  Central 
Blocks  2  and  3  (CB-2  and  CB-3)  surrounded  by  housing,  2.7  million  square 
feet  of  office  space,  and  no  convention  center. 

Alternative  D,  the  "no  action"  alternative,  v/as  based  on  revocation  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan,  and  subsequent  private  development  in  compliance  with 
existing  zoning.    This  resulted  in  office  and  retail  on  Central  Block  1 
(CB-l),  6  million  square  feet  of  "Downtown  Support"  uses  largely  on  CB-2 
and  CB-3,  and  4.5  million  square  feet  of  office  space.    It  included  no 
convention  center. 


The  environmental  analysis  in  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  is  based  on  a 
Main  Program  and  variants  on  the  Main  Program,  for  the  entire  Redevelopment 
Project  Area.    Development  proposals  for  much  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project 
Area  are  more  advanced  than  in  1978,  especially  in  the  Central  Blocks.  The 
Central  Blocks  are  currently  the  subject  of  ongoing  negotiations  of  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  with  Olympia  &  York.    In  portions  of  the 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  new  buildings  have  already  been  constructed,  are 
under  construction,  or  plans  have  been  approved.    The  George  R.  Moscone 
Convention  Center  has  been  opened  on  Central  Block  3.    Thus,  v/hile  the  1978 
YBC  FEIR  chose  to  examine  four  alternative  prototype  scenarios  for  YBC  (and 
several  variants)  in  equal  detail  choosing  no  one  alternative  as  "the 
project,"  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  focuses  on  one  Main  Program  which 
incorporates  these  recent  developments.    Several  variants  are  included  as 
well,  but  they  refer  to  variations  on  individual  blocks.    The  variants  have 
been  analyzed  in  equal  detail,  but  are  discussed  only  where  differences  in 
impacts  from  the  Main  Program  would  occur. 

Table  S-1  below,  contains  all  uses,  existing,  under  construction,  and  to  be 
constructed,  currently  proposed  under  the  Main  Program  for  YBC  (Figure  8, 
p.  38,  shows  the  locations  of  the  Main  Program  land  uses).    The  list  shows 
which  uses  are  existing  and  to  be  preserved,  which  uses  have  been  constructed 
since  completion  of  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  v/hich  uses  would  be  in  rehabilitated 
buildings  and  which  uses  are  under  construction;  all  uses  not  given  one  of 
these  descriptions  are  yet  to  be  constructed. 
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TABLE  S-1:    PROPOSED  riAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC,  Continued 


Southern  Block  3  {SB-3) 

-  Housing 

-  Office  Space 

-  Retai 1 /Commercial 

-  Light  Industry 

Southern  Block  4  (SB-4) 


650  market-rate  dwelling  units 
-^2,000  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
29,600  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
49,200  sq.  ft.  (existing) 


-  Institutional  300  students 

-  Light  Industrial  34,650  sq.  ft.  (existing) 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 


Under  the  Main  Program,  Central  Block  1  would  be  the  most  intensively 
developed  block.    The  roughly  two  million  total  square  feet  of  uses  on  the 
block  could  be  placed  in  one  or  more  towers  up  to  400  ft.  high.    The  block 
would  contain  a  glassed  galleria  connecting  plazas  at  Market  and  Mission  Sts. 
Central  Block  2  would  be  designed  to  draw  visitors  into  it  and  through  it  to 
the  George  Moscone  Convention  Center  on  Central  Block  3.    The  60%  of  open 
space  required  for  Central  Block  2  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
April,  1980,  "Request  for  Qualifications,"  p.  21)  would  be  devoted  to 
pedestrian  plaza(s)  and  gardens.    Amusement,  recreation,  entertainment  and 
cultural  uses  would  be  in  buildings  framing  the  open  space.    The  roof  of  the 
underground  convention  center  on  Central  Block  3  would  be  developed  with 
visitor-oriented  uses.    These  could  include  restaurants,  cafes,  night  clubs 
and  a  cinema  center. 

The  blocks  or  portions  of  blocks  within  YBC  located  around  the  Central  Blocks 
on  the  eastern,  southern,  and  western  sides  comprise  the  "peripheral  blocks" 
of  YBC.    In  the  Main  Program,  the  undeveloped  portions  of  the  Eastern  Blocks, 
located  on  the  east  side  of  Third  St.,  would  contain  uses  similar  to  those  in 
the  Central  Blocks.    EB-1 ,  -2  and  -3  v/ould  have  a  combination  of  office  space, 
market-rate  housing,  retail  commercial  uses  (shops  and  stores)  and  cultural 
space.    The  200,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space  planned  for  EB-2  could  be  a 
major  museum. 
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The  western  edge  of  YBC  would  be  bounded  primarily  by  existing  buildings  whose 
present  uses  would  be  retained.    None  of  the  western  blocks  contain  unreviewed 
uses.    WB-1 ,  containing  the  Downtown  Community  College  Center,  is  fully 
developed.    \^-2  contains  an  existing  parking  garage  and  the  Verba  Buena  West 
office  building.    WB-3  contains  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly:  the 
Clementina  Towers  (276  units)  and  Woolf  House  (112  units). 

In  the  southern  blocks  (SB-1,  -2,  -3  and  -4),  a  combination  of  light 
industrial  uses,  office  space,  neighborhood-serving  retail  commercial 
services,  housing  (both  subsidized  and  market-rate),  and  a  private  high  school 
would  be  provided. 

Table  S-2  shows  total  square  footages  for  each  use  under  the  Main  Program  in 
relation  to  what  was  considered  for  each  use  under  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 
A  comparison  of  the  total  square  footages  under  each  YBC  FEIR  alternative  and 
the  Main  Program  shows  that  the  Main  Program  differs  from  the  alternatives 
primarily  in  cultural  uses,  hotel  rooms,  market-rate  dwelling  units,  downtown 
support  uses  and  light  industrial  uses. 

Variants  are  considered  for  four  YBCblocks  (see  Section  17.  Project 
Description,  p.  25).    In  this  Supplement  each  variant  is  discussed 
separately.    The  effects  of  each  variant  are  compared  with  those  of  the  Main 
Program  uses  for  that  block,  and  any  differences  in  impact  are  discussed. 
Table  S-3  shows  these  variants  in  comparison  with  the  Main  Program  uses  for 
the  respective  blocks. 
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S.  Summary 


TABLE  S-3:    VARIANTS  TO  THE  PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC  (gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area  unless  otherwise  noted) 


Main  Program 
(for  compari  son) 


Use 


Variant 


Variant  A:    Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 


Office  Space 
Office  Space 
Hotel 

Retai  1  /Corranercial 
Housing 
Institutional 
Cul  tural 

Accessory  Parking 


*900,000  sq.  ft. 

90,000  sq.  ft.  (rehab) 
2,200  rooms 
*290,000  sq.  ft. 

*200  dwelling  units 
Church  &  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 
950  spaces 


Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza  71,000  sq.  ft. 
Variant  B:    No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 


Office  Space  500,000 

Office  Space  90,000 

Hotel  2,200 

Retail /Commercial  200,000 
Housing 

Institutional  Church  & 

Cultural  10,000 

Accessory  Parking  950 
Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza  71,000 


sq.  ft. 
sq.  ft. 
rooms 
sq.  ft. 
*None 
Rectory 
sq.  ft. 
spaces 
sq.  ft. 


(rehab) 


Variant  C:    Housing  Variant  for  CB-2 


Housing 

Retail /Commercial 
Cultural 

Underground  Ballroom 

and  Exhibit  Room 
Amusement/Recreati  on/ 

Entertainment 
Accessory  Parking 
Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza 
Public  Park  or  Plaza 


*300 
90,000 
120,000 


dwelling  units 


sq, 
sq. 


ft. 
ft. 


100,000  sq.  ft. 


500,000  sq.  ft. 
90,000  sq.  ft. 

2,200  rooms 
200,000  sq.  ft. 

500  dwelling  units 
Church  &  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
71,000  sq.  ft. 


500,000  sq.  ft. 
90,000  sq.  ft. 
2,200  rooms 
200,000  sq.  ft. 

500  dwelling  units 
Church  &  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
71,000  sq.  ft. 


None 
90,000  sq.  ft. 
120,000  sq.  ft. 

100,000  sq.  ft. 


135,000 
1 ,500 
99,000 
173,400 


sq, 

spaces 
sq.  ft. 
sq.  ft. 


ft.  135,000  sq.  ft 


1 ,500  spaces 
99,000  sq.  ft. 
173,400  sq.  ft. 
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TABLE  S-3:    VARIANTS  TO  IWE  PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC  (gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area  unless  otherwise  noted)  (Continued) 

Main  Program 

Use  Variant  (for  comparison) 

Variant  D:    Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2 

Housing  *700  dwelling  units  300  dwelling  units 

Retail /Commercial  10,000  sq.  ft.  10,000  sq.  ft. 

Cultural  200,000  sq.  ft.  200,000  sq.  ft. 

Office  *300,000  sq.  ft.  700,000  sq.  ft. 

Accessory  Parking  500  spaces  500  spaces 

*  Change  from  Main  Program 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 


Environmental  Effects  of  the  Main  Program 

The  Main  Program  would  provide  more  hotel  rooms,  cultural  uses  and  market-rate 
dwelling  units  than  would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    It  would  also 
have  fewer  downtown  support  uses  and  light  industrial  uses  than  any  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    All  other  land  uses  proposed  would  be  within  the 
ranges  of  those  proposed  under  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  increased  total 
housing  units  and  visitor-oriented  uses  in  the  Main  Program  would  make  YBC  a 
daytime  and  nighttime  activity  center.    The  residential  units  would  create  a 
demand  for  neighborhood  support  services.    The  South  of  Market  area  currently 
has  few  of  these  services. 

The  new  residents,  visitors  and  conventioneers  in  YBC  would  have  demands  for 
retail -commercial  services  which  could  induce  some  merchants  in  the  vicinity 
of  YBC  to  offer  touri st- serving  retail  goods  and  services  or  goods  and 
services  aimed  at  the  new  residents.    In  addition,  provision  in  YBC  of 
market-rate  dwellings  and  housing  for  the  elderly  (particularly  along  YBC's 
v/estern  edge),  as  well  as  the  provision  of  open  space,  recreational  and 
cultural  amenities,  could  make  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  attractive  to 
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potential  homebuyers.    Existing  low-income  residents  living  west  of  YBC 
{between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.),  who  may  not  be  able  to  compete  in  these 
residential  or  retail -commercial  markets,  could  be  displaced.    Those  most 
likely  to  be  affected  are  Filipino  families. 

The  visual  effects  of  the  Main  Program  would  vary  within  YBC.    CB-1  would  take 
on  more  of  an  "urban"  character  than  it  would  under  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives,  because  more  total  square  feet  of  uses  are  proposed.    One  or 
more  high-rise  structures  of  up  to  400  ft.  would  occur  on  the  block,  but  the 
rehabilitated  historic  buildings  and  the  pedestrian  plaza  would  tend  to 
preserve  a  pedestrian  scale.    CB-2  would  visually  connect  CB-1  and  CB-3,  the 
convention  center  block.    CB-2,  with  60%  of  open  space  and  pedestrian  plaza, 
would  invite  visitors  into  it  and  through  it  to  CB-3.    CB-3,  with  40%  open 
space,  would  have  more  structures  on  the  convention  center's  roof  under  the 
Main  Program  than  under  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  southern  and 
western  blocks  would  have  predominantly  low-  (under  four  stories)  and  medium- 
(four  to  six  stories)  rise  buildings,  with  some  taller  towers.    In  the 
southern  blocks,  towers  would  be  no  more  than  130  ft.  tall,  or  about  ten 
stories.    In  the  western  blocks  towers  could  be  up  to  340  ft.  tall,  or  about 
26  stories.    The  eastern  blocks  would  be  likely  to  have  more  high-rise  (over 
six  stories)  buildings  than  the  southern  or  v/estern  blocks.    Building  heights 
on  EB-3  could  range  up  to  320  ft.  (about  25  stories),  and  up  to  500  ft.  (about 
38  stories)  on  EB-1  and  EB-2. 

The  ratio  of  market-rate  to  subsidized  housing  under  the  Main  Program  would  be 
2:1,  higher  than  for  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  population  in  YBC 
under  the  Main  Program  v/ould  be  of  mixed  socioeconomic  groups,  although  a 
higher  proportion  of  middle-  and  upper-income  residents  would  occur  in  the  YBC 
area  than  under  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 

Development  in  YBC  under  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
would  increase  the  attractiveness  of  the  area  immediately  west  of  YBC  for 
housing,  and  could  contribute  to  the  immigration  of  social  groups  more 
affluent  than  those  there  now.    Persons  moving  into  the  area  are  might  be 
willing  to  pay  more  for  housing  and  retail -commercial  services  than  current 
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residents  would  be  able  to  afford.    Current  residents,  primarily  Filipino 
families,  could  be  displaced.    The  elderly  residents  nearest  YBC  live  in 
subsidized  apartment  complexes,  and  so  would  be  largely  insulated  from 
increasing  housing  prices.    Based  on  current  trends,  the  Sixth  St.  "Skid  Row" 
area  would  be  expected  to  be  resistant  to  land  value  speculation  and  new 
residential  development. 

The  Main  Program  would  provide  about  25,000  new  permanent  jobs  in  YBC.  This 
would  be  within  the  range  of  jobs  provided  by  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives: 
15,600  jobs  (Alternative  C)  to  44,800  jobs  (Alternative  D).    None  of  the 
variants  would  affect  the  jobs  provided  under  the  Main  Program  by  more  than 
7%.    The  Main  Program  may  have  enough  market-rate  housing  to  meet  the  demand 
of  its  office-workers;  market-rate  housing  to  be  provided  is  within  the  range 
of  demand  projected  by  the  estimating  method. 

The  Main  Program  would  demand  more  water  and  generate  more  wastewater  than 
would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  primarily  because  of  its  greater 
number  of  hotel  rooms  and  dwelling  units.    The  additional  wastewater  flows 
would  contribute  to  overflows  into  the  Bay  until  the  completion  of  the  City's 
wastewater  management  system.    The  Main  Program  would  generate  more  demand  for 
energy  than  would  Alternative  C  but  less  than  B,  A  and  D.    Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company  would  be  able  to  adequately  serve  these  needs.  San 
Francisco's  solid  waste  disposal  contract  v/ith  the  Mountain  View  landfill  site 
expires  in  October  1983.    The  City  is  presently  negotiating  with  other 
landfill  sites  to  accept  San  Francisco's  solid  waste  on  an  interim  basis  until 
a  solid  waste  program  is  implemented  in  late  1986.    Solid  waste  from  the  Main 
Program  and  cumulative  development  in  San  Francisco  are  not  expected  to 
present  disposal  problems  upon  completion  of  this  program.    A  24-hour  patrol 
car  was  added  to  the  YBC  area  in  December,  1981,  to  patrol  the  George  Moscone 
Convention  Center.    This  car  would  be  able  to  patrol  the  build-out  of  YBC,  as 
well.    The  Main  Program  would  generate  a  greater  demand  for  classroom  space, 
parks  and  medical  facilities  than  would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives; 
these  demands  could  be  met  by  existing  and  currently  proposed  facilities. 
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The  Main  Program  would  generate  roughly  the  same  amount  of  total  travel  as 
Alternative  A,  the  YBC  FEIR  alternative  generating  the  highest  number  of 
person  trips.    Main  Program  pedestrian  travel  would  cause  "crowded"  and 
"congested"  conditions  on  sidewalks  near  Market  St.  during  the  evening  peak 
hour.    In  1988,  the  projected  build-out  year  for  YBC,  most  Muni  lines  would 
experience  "jammed"  conditions  before  the  addition  of  Main  Program  riders. 
Main  Program  riders  (not  including  those  from  the  convention  center)  would 
comprise  19%  of  the  cumulative  growth  in  peak -hour  outbound  transit  ridership 
between  1982  and  1988  (cumulative  growth  caused  by  projects  under  construction 
or  proposed  for  downtown  San  Francisco;  a  list  of  projects  included  is  in 
Appendix  C,  p.  257).    Main  Program  vehicular  traffic  would,  at  the  peak-hour, 
degrade  levels  of  service  (increase  congestion)  over  1988  cumulative 
conditions  without  the  project  at  five  out  of  seven  intersections  within  YBC. 
A  localized  deficit  of  freight  loading  spaces  would  occur  on  five  blocks  under 
the  Main  Program.    Tour  /  charter  buses  loading  and  unloading  at  CB-1  could 
cause  congestion  nearby,  unless  loading  is  removed  from  the  streets. 

Placement  of  high-rise  building  towers  anywhere  along  the  Fourth  St.  side  of 
CB-1  v/ould  shade  open  plazas  on  the  block  at  least  some  of  the  time.  Traffic 
noise  levels  in  the  YBC  area  are,  and  would  continue  to  be,  incompatible  with 
some  uses,  particularly  housing,  without  the  inclusion  of  some  noise 
insulation  features  in  the  housing  design.    Residents  of  Woolf  House  (housing 
for  the  elderly)  could  be  affected  by  noise  from  amplified  performances  in  the 
outdoor  performance  areas  (possibly  including  an  amphitheatre)  on  CB-2,  if  it 
were  included  in  the  project.    Since  it  would  be  difficult  to  retrofit  Woolf 
House  with  needed  noise  insulation  featrues,  placement  and  design  of  the 
amphitheatre  must  be  given  consideration.    Housing  on  CB-2  under  the  Housing 
Variant  for  CB-2  would  require  noise  insulation  features  in  excess  of  those  to 
reduce  traffic  noise;  this  would  be  necessary  to  reduce  noise  levels  from 
activities  and  musical  performances  on  CB-2. 

The  Main  Program  is  likely  to  require  more  excavation  and  dewatering  during 
construction  than  would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    This  would  be  due 
to  the  underground  parking  garage  and  exhibit  /  ballroom  proposed  for  CB-2, 
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uses  not  included  in  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    Because  the  Main 
Program  would  have  more  residents  than  would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives, 
a  greater  population  in  YBC  would  be  exposed  to  possible  seismic  hazards 
there. 

Environmental  Effects  of  the  Variants 

The  environmental  effects  of  the  variants  are  discussed  below  only  where 
differences  in  impacts  from  the  Main  Program  would  occur. 

Implementing  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing  /  Increased-Off ice-and-Retail 
Variant  for  CB-1 ,  would  have  the  following  effects  on  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  Main  Program.    Increased  office  and  retail  space  would  bring 
additional  employees  and  shoppers  to  CB-1,  increasing  demand  for  sidewalk 
spaces,  food  services,  and  open  spaces.    The  variant  would  include  a 
department  store;  this  would  mean  that  less  space  would  be  available  for  small 
retailers  on  the  block.    The  variant  could  serve  to  reinforce  the  Retail 
District  on  the  south  side  of  Market  St.  by  providing  a  major  department  store 
one  block  east  of  the  Emporium.    The  height  and  bulk  of  buildings  on  CB-1 
would  increase  over  that  for  the  Main  Program.    This  v«uld  create  a  visual 
character  of  greater  building  density  on  this  block.    Some  1,780  new  permanent 
jobs  would  be  added  to  the  block.    The  number  of  total  daily  person  trips 
generated  by  uses  on  CB-1  under  this  variant  would  be  increased  by 
approximately  20%  over  those  generated  by  the  Main  Program  uses  for  CB-1. 
Housing  demand  would  be  increased  by  some  170  to  340  units  while  supply  is 
reduced  by  300  units,  thereby  increasing  the  possible  unmet  housing  demand. 
The  energy  demand  of  CB-1  would  be  increased  by  about  24%. 

Implementing  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  would  have  the 
following  effects  on  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Main  Program.  There 
would  be  a  decrease  in  visual  density  on  CB-1  due  to  the  elimination  of 
housing  on  the  block.    Retail  commercial  space  is  likely  to  be  oriented  more 
tov/ards  visitors  and  employees  than  under  the  Main  Program.    Housing  v/ould  be 
reduced  by  500  units  v/hile  housing  demand  from  YBC  office  workers  would  remain 
the  same,  thereby  increasing  the  possible  unmet  housing  demand.    Energy  demand 
for  CB-1  would  be  reduced  by  about  10%. 
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Implementing  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  alter  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  in  the  following  ways.    The  300 
housing  units  could  increase  possible  land  use  conflicts  between  residents  and 
visitors  on  the  block.    When  major  events  occur  on  CB-2,  such  as  concerts  or 
art  exhibits,  or  conventions  are  held  at  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention 
Center  on  CB-3,  large  crowds  and  long  lines  may  result  on  CB-2.  CB-2 
residents  might  feel  that  they  have  little  privacy  or  neighborhood  community. 
The  housing  on  CB-2  under  this  variant  would  relate  to  the  housing  proposed  on 
CB-1  and  EB-2  under  the  Main  Program  and  would  contribute  to  a  market-rate 
housing  community  in  YBC,  particularily  if  the  housing  developments  were 
located  near  each  other.    Should  housing  be  laid  out  on  CB-2  so  as  to  appear 
to  narrowly  enclose  "gardens"  uses  or  other  public  spaces,  the  residential 
uses  might  appear  to  exert  a  territorial  claim  on  this  open  space.  Probable 
greater  building  heights  could  lead  to  a  greater  sense  of  enclosure  of  the 
proposed  open  space  in  CB-2.    On-site  housing  would  be  increased,  thereby 
reducing  unmet  housing  demand  for  YBC's  office  workers.    Housing  on  this  block 
would  introduce  a  noise-sensitive  use  where  none  existed  before;  crowd  and 
activity  noise  on  CB-2  could  disturb  residents.    The  energy  demand  for  CB-2 
would  be  increased  by  about  ^^%. 

Implementing  Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housi ng  /  Reduced-Office  Variant  for 
EB-2,  would  change  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  in  the 
following  ways.    Increasing  housing  on  the  block  could  aggravate  conditions  of 
incompatibility  between  residents,  office  workers  and  visitors  on  the  block. 
This  housing  could  contribute  to  a  sense  of  security  and  neighborhood  in  a 
market-rate  housing  community  in  YBC.    Some  1,600  jobs  would  be  eliminated  due 
to  the  reduction  in  office  space.    Housing  would  be  increased  by  400  units, 
thereby  reducing  or  eliminating  unmet  office-worker  housing  demand  in  YBC. 
This  variant  would  reduce  EB-2's  energy  demand  by  20^. 

Mitigation  Measures 

Applicable  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  pp.  447-510)  and 
in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (see  pp.  77-85  and  pp.  121-125)  would  be 
included  as  part  of  the  project.    Suggested  additional  mitigation  measures  are 
listed  below.    The  suggested  mitigation  measures  would  be  acted  upon  by  the 
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Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  just  prior  to  action  by  the  Commission  on  each 
proposed  land  disposition  and  development  agreement,  and  could  be  made 
conditions  of  approval  on  each  agreement. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  evaluate  proposed  building  designs  in  light  of 
consistency  with  the  visual  character  of  buildings  being  preserved  in  YBC  and 
with  buildings  neighboring  YBC.    Should  housing  be  constructed  on  CB-2,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to 
design  both  housing  and  adjacent  open  space  to  eliminate  any  apparent 
territorial  claim  or  "privateness"  the  housing  may  exert  on  public  open  space 
on  CB-2.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to 
provide  space  for  resident-serving  retail -conmercial  uses  near  all  housing 
sites  in  YBC.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  placement  of  sidewalk 
lighting  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  vision  of  passing  motorists  and  to 
avoid  creating  reflective  glare  on  adjacent  buildings.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developer  of  the  Central  Blocks  to  provide 
litter  pick-up  for  areas  within  and  adjacent  to  Central  Blocks  to  maintain  an 
attractive  appearance  within  YBC.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
incorporating  design  measures  to  mitigate  possible  visual  effects  of 
continuous  adjacent  tall  buildings  along  the  perimeter  of  CB-1  at  Fourth, 
Market  and  Third  Sts. 

Some  measures  could  be  taken  to  preserve  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  in 
the  South  of  Market  area  west  of  YBC.    These  include  the  following: 

The  SPUR  study  (San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  (SPUR),  June,  1981, 
South  of  Market:  A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier)  suggests  buying  out 
residential  hotels  along  Sixth  St.,  rehabilitating  them,  and  permanently 
dedicating  them  for  low-  and  mode rate -income  housing.    This  action  could  be 
taken  by  a  public  non-profit  corporation.    In  addition,  while  the  degree  of 
mitigation  attendant  such  action  is  speculative,  consideration  could  be  given 
to  expanding  the  scope  of  City  and  County  ordinances  and  programs  designed  to 
protect  and  expand  existing  low-  and  moderate-income  housing.    Expansion  of 
existing  ordinances  may  increase  the  protection  of  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing  west  of  YBC  (and  throughout  the  City)  from  some  possible  effects  of 
potential  real  estate  speculation.    It  could  also  place  a  burden  on  property 
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owners  who  find  it  difficult  to  meet  their  costs,  thereby  reducing  the  ability 
to  maintain  the  quality  and  safety  of  such  housing.    Amending  City  ordinances 
would  require  action  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.    The  City  could  rezone  the 
area  west  of  YBC  (between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.)  from  C-3-R  (Downtown 
Retail),  C-3-G  (Downtov/n  General  Commercial),  C-3-S  (Dov/ntown  Support  and  M-1 
(Light  Industrial)  to  an  R  (Residential)  district  would  preserve  housing  in 
the  area.    Amending  the  City  Zoning  Map  would  require  action  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission,  to  approve  and  recommend  the  amendment  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  and  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  to  adopt  all  or  part  of  the 
recommended  change. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  v/ould  consider  requiring  that  new  housing  on  SB-2  be 
constructed  so  as  to  preserve  views  from  the  existing  TODCO  /  Los  Cabal leros 
Dimasalang  House  toward  CB-3  and  the  San  Francisco  skyline  to  the  extent 
possible  and  feasible. 

Shadow  analyses  would  be  performed  as  appropriate  by  developers.  Necessary 
modifications  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  shading  effects  on  proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible 
and  feasible. 

Vehicular  access  from  off-street  parking  garages  onto  Mission  and  Market  Sts. 
would  be  limited  or  excluded.    If  "at  grade"  pedestrian  crossings  are 
developed  on  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.  (between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.),  the  City 
could  install  appropriate  traffic  control  devices  to  reduce  the  potential  for 
accidents  involving  pedestrians  and  delays  associated  v/ith  pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  the 
developer  provide  pedestrian  bridges  to  reduce  these  hazards.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  coordinate  construction 
activities  in  YBC  to  minimize  disruption  to  traffic  on  local  streets. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  off-street  loading 
spaces  be  provided  to  meet  actual  demand.    In  recognition  of  the  need  for 
expanded  transportation  services  to  meet  the  peak  demand  generated  by 
cumulative  commercial  development  in  the  downtown  area,  the  Redevelopment 


S-17 


S.  Sunmary 


Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  contribute  funds  for  maintaining 
and  augmenting  transportation  service,  in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the 
demand  created  by  the  project,  as  provided  by  Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance 
Number  224-81  or  any  subsequent  equitable  funding  mechanism  developed  by  the 
City. 

Housing  on  CB-2,  if  any,  would  be  designed  with  sufficient  noise  insulation  to 
reduce  peak  activity  noise  levels  on  CB-2  to  acceptable  interior  noise 
levels.    Should  an  amphitheatre  or  other  outdoor  performance  area  be  provided 
on  CB-2,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  Central  Blocks  developer 
to  perform  an  acoustical  analysis  to  develop  a  design  and  placement  v/hich 
would  have  minimal,  if  any,  noise  effects  on  Woolf  House  residents  and 
residents  of  all  other  housing  proposed  for  or  existing  in  YBC.  Necessary 
amphitheatre  or  outdoor  performance  area  design  modifications  would  be 
implemented  to  minimize  effects  of  amplified  sound  on  Woolf  House  and  other 
residents. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each 
development  to  minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of 
nonrenewable  energy  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.  Decorative 
water  fountains  would  be  designed  to  recirculate  water  to  reduce  water 
consumption. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  each  developer  of  a 
high-rise  structure  to  prepare  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  in 
consultation  with  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services,  to  insure  coordination 
between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  plans  and 
to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  is  a  second  supplement  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  EE  77.220  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  YBC  FEIR) , 
which  was  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and 
City  Planning  Commission  on  April  25,  1978.    The  purpose  of  this  second 
Supplement  is  to  provide  environmental  information  to  the  public  and  to 
decision-makers  in  connection  with  the  approval  of  land  disposition  and 
development  agreements  for  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area, 
including  such  an  agreement  anticipated  in  1982  for  the  central  portion. 

The  1978  VBq  FEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  then-proposed 
Moscone  Convention  Center  and  alternative  development  scenarios  for  the  entire 
Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
VBC).    On  July  21,  1981,  a  first  supplement  to  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  was 
certified.    That  document,  entitled  The  Verba  Buena  Center  Environmental 
Impact  Report  Supplement,  EE  81.27  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  First  YBC 
EIR  Supplement) ,  further  analyzed  in  more  detail  potential  development  on  two 
blocks  within  VBC,  including  the  site  of  the  current  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA)  Building. 

The  present  document,  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Second  Supplement,  82.35E,  hereinafter  called  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement, 
updates  the  environmental  analysis  contained  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  and  the 
First  VBC  EIR  Supplement.    This  second  Supplement  follows  the  format  and 
general  mode  of  analysis  in  the  original  1978  VBC  FEIR,  since  it  is  designed 
as  a  supplement  and  not  a  new  completely  separate  EIR.    Like  the  1978  YBC  FEIR 
it  analyzes  the  environmental  effects  of  development  throughout  YBC,  bringing 
the  reader  up  to  date  as  to  changes  that  have  occurred  in  the  YBC  vicinity  and 
in  proposed  intensities  and  location  of  development  throughout  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Project  Area.    The  central  portion  of  YBC  is  currently  the 
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subject  of  exclusive  negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  and 
Olynpia  and  York  Equities  Corporation/Marriott  Corporation/Beverly  Willis, 
comnonly  known  and  referred  to  in  this  document  simply  as  "Olympia  and  York." 

Although  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  may  be  read  independently  of  the 
previous  documents,  its  analysis  parallels  that  of  the  First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  and  the  original  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Much  of  the  description  and 
analysis  in  these  previous  documents  remains  valid  and  useful.  Accordingly, 
wherever  appropriate,  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  refers  to,  incorporates 
and  summarizes  material  from  the  YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 
In  addition,  the  four  prototype  scenarios  developed  as  Alternatives  A,  B,  C 
and  D  (described  on  pp.  25  -  31  in  this  report)  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  remain 
extremely  useful  as  alternatives  to  the  Main  Program  for  purposes  of 
environmental  comparison.    These  four  prototypes  were  employed  as 
environmental  bench-marks  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  are  retained 
herein  for  comparative  purposes  as  well.    Thus,  the  three  documents—the  YBC 
FEIR  with  its  prototype  alternatives,  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  with  its 
more  specific  analyses  of  two  blocks  and  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement— may 
be  considered  together,  and  will  jointly  serve  governmental  decision-makers 
during  their  deliberations. 


B.    BRIEF  HISTORY  OF  THE  YBC  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 

The  California  Community  Redevelopment  Law  was  adopted  in  1945  as  a  basis  for 
fostering  new  building  and  development  programs  after  World  War  II  in  urban 
areas  identified  as  blighted  under  the  terms  of  the  law.    The  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  established  a  Redevelopment  Agency  in  1948.    In  1953  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  designated  19  blocks  as  redevelopment  area  "D"  in  the 
South-of-Market  District.    After  five  years  of  study  and  debate,  this  decision 
was  reversed,  and  in  1958  the  area  was  dedesignated.    However,  in  1961,  this 
decision  was  in  turn  reversed,  and  area  D  was  redesignated  with  different 
boundaries.    The  first  official  Redevelopment  Plan  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  April  25  ,  1966.    When  planning  and  implementation  of  the  plans 
for  YBC  reached  the  point  of  property  acquisition  and  relocation  of  businesses 
and  residences,  several  suits  were  filed  in  local  and  federal  courts.  Some 
involved  prolonged  litigation  and  resulted  in  substantial  delays 
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to  the  project.    They  resulted  also  in  project  changes  that  represented 
expressed  community  interests;  these  included  subsidized  housing  for  the 
elderly,  a  portion  of  which  has  been  completed.    The  history  of  litigation  and 
these  various  redevelopment  plans  is  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
pp.  3  -  11 . 

On  November  2,  1976,  the  voters  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
approved  a  declaration  of  policy  that  "the  City  construct  a  convention  exhibit 
hall  at  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  using  a  4%  hotel  room  tax  to  finance  lease 
revenue  bonds."    Several  changes  in  permitted  land  use  and  density  in  the 
redevelopment  area  were  incorporated  into  a  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
on  August  13,  1979.    The  George  R.  Moscone  Center  has  since  been  constructed 
and  was  opened  on  December  10,  1981. 

Shortly  after  approval  of  the  Amendment  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  sponsored  an  intensive  competition  to  select  the  team 
most  capable  of  developing  the  YBC  Central  Blocks.    In  April  1980,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  issued  a  "Request  for  Qualifications"  (RFQ)  for  the 
22-acre  area  of  YBC  known  as  Central  Blocks  1,  2  and  3  (Assessor's  Blocks 
3706,  3723  and  3734  respectively;  see  Figure  1,  p.  4).    The  RFQ  contained 
guidelines  for  a  general  land  use  program  derived  from  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
as  approved  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County.    The  Agency  received  ten  responses  to  the  RFQ  and,  after 
careful  evaluation,  selected  on  November  20,  1980  the  team  of  Olympia  and  York 
Equities  Corporation/Marriott  Corporation/Beverly  Willis  (Olympia  and  York) 
for  exclusive  negotiations.    Eastern  Block  2  was  also  added  to  the  area  under 
exclusive  negotiations  with  Olympia  and  York  by  action  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  on  September  1,  1981. 

Shortly  after  the  selection  of  Olympia  &  York  as  the  potential  development 
team  for  the  Central  Blocks  of  YBC,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  & 
York  began  a  period  of  exclusive  negotiations,  still  underway,  leading  to  a 
proposed  land  disposition  and  development  agreement.    This  land  disposition 
and  development  agreement  would  contain  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which 


3 


I 

■ 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 


Market  Street     0  1> 


Stevenson  bttfSSt 


Jessie  Street 


Mission  Street     Q  (> 


Minna  Street 


TSJatoma  Street 


ID 


Howard  Street  0 


Folsom  Street  I) 


ev  Street 


lara  ^ 


Clara  Street' 


□ 


Harrison  Street 
1 


s 


Bryant  Street  [) 


Brannan  Street    <3  () 


<2^ 


Welsh  St 


YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 
SECOND  SUPPLEMENT 

LEGEND 


Assessor's  Block  Numbers 


CB— 1        Central  Block  One 

Assessor's  Block  3706 
CB-2         Central  Block  Two 

Assessor's  Block  3723 
CB~3        Central  Block  Three 

Assessor's  Block  3734 
EB-1         Eastern  Block  One 

Assessor's  Block  3707 
EB-2        Eastern  Block  Two 

Assessor's  Block  3722 
EB~3        Eastern  Block  Three 

Assessor's  Block  3735 
SB— 1         Southern  Block  One 

Assessor's  Btock  3752 
SB  — 2         Southern  Block  Two 

Assessor's  Block  3751 
SB  — 3         Southern  BlockThree 

Assessor's  Block  3750 
SB-4         Southern  Block  Four 

Assessor's  Block  3763 
WB-1        Western  Block  One 

Assessor's  Block  3705 
WB-2       Western  Block  Two 

Assessor's  Block  3724 
WB-3        Western  Block  Three 

Assessor's  Block  3733 


■■■■■■■    Redevelopment  Area  Boundary 

FIGURE    1 : 

Assessor's  Block  Numbers 
Verba  Buena  Center 

SODRCE: 

Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc.,  using  information 
from  the  YBC  FEIR 


Mai-ket  Sti-eet     Q  C> 


Braiman  Street    0  ? 


YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 
SECOND  SUPPLEMENT 

LEGEND 


Assessor's  Block  Numbers 


CB~1        Central  Block  One 

A«se»«or's  Block  3706 
CB-2        Central  Block  Two 

Assesior'a  Block  3723 
CB-3        Central  Stock  Three 

Assessor's  Block  3734 
EB-1         Eastern  Block  One 

Assessor's  Block  3707 
EB-2        Eastern  Block  T«o 

Assessor's  Block  3722 
EB-3        Eastern  Block  Three 

Assessor's  Block  3735 
SB-1         Southern  Block  One 

Assessor's  Bbck  3752 
SB-2        Southern  Block  Two 

Assessor's  Block  3751 
SB-3         Southern  BlockTKree 

Assessor's  Stock  37SO 
SB-4        Southern  Btock  Foar 

Asaeasor'a  Block  37S3 
WB-1       Weelera  Block  One 

Assessor's  Block  3705 
WB-2        Western  Block  Two 

Assessor's  Black  3724 
WB-3       Western  Btock  TWm 

Assessor's  Block  3733 


■■■■■■■   Redevelopment  Area  Boundary 

FIGURE  1: 

Assessor's  Block  Numbers 
Verba  Buena  Center 


SOORCE: 

EnvkQnasKtl  SdWC*  AtwcMM.  he,  I 

tioB  itwXI£.EfB 


I.  Background 


YBC  land  would  be  either  sold  and/or  leased  to  Olympia  &  York.  The 
negotiation  process  embraces  the  economics,  design  and  precise  disposition 
terms  of  the  development.    To  facilitate  negotiations,  Olympia  &  York 
established  a  local  office  and  assembled  a  negotiating  team,  necessary  staff, 
and  hired  outside  consultants  to  advise  it. 

During  the  negotiations,  it  became  apparent  to  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  and 
Olympia  &  York  that  the  negotiating  teams  needed  guidance  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  in  establishing  parameters  for:  (1)  the 
general  design  principles  applicable  to  Central  Block  1;  (2)  general  design 
principles  applicable  to  urban  design  of  Central  Blocks  2  and  3;  and  (3) 
whether  housing  should  be  built  in  addition  to  other  permitted  uses  on  Central 
Block  2. 

Agency  staff,  therefore,  requested  Olympia  &  York  to  develop  prototypical 
design  concepts  that  would  illustrate:  (1)  three  possible  configurations  for 
Central  Block  1;  (2)  three  approaches  to  urban  design  for  Central  Blocks  2 
and  3;  and  (3)  a  variation  for  each  of  the  three  design  concepts  for  Central 
Block  2  that  would  provide  for  housing.    These  design  concepts  were  formally 
presented  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  by  Olympia  &  York  at  a  public 
meeting  on  September  10,  1981.    Public  input  was  sought  through  various 
means.    Concept  sketches,  models,  and  other  items  of  public  information  were 
placed  at  various  locations  in  the  City  for  public  inspection  during  a  three 
week  period.    Public  comment  was  encouraged  at  these  exhibits  and  media 
attention  resulted.    A  number  of  public  presentations  were  also  conducted. 

The  three  Central  Block  1  entryway  design  concepts,  called  the  Forecourt  Tower 
Variant,  the  Portal  Tower  Variant  and  the  Plaza  Tower  Variant,  had  some 
elements  in  common.    All  three  had  a  court  or  plaza  on  Market  St.,  aligned  on 
the  block  to  meet  the  end  of  Grant  Ave.  (across  Market  St.);  the  court  was 
intended  to  act  as  pedestrian  continuation  of  Grant  Ave.  into  YBC.    The  court 
fed  into  a  covered  pedestrian  plaza  through  Central  Block  1  to  the  other 
Central  Blocks  to  the  south.    The  court  and  the  pedestrian  plaza  were  flanked 
on  either  side  by  two  high-rise  building  towers.    The  east  tov/er  fronts 
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Market  St.;  the  west  tower  was  set  back  midway  into  Cenral  Block  1  and  behind 
the  Hupboldt  Bank  Building.    Both  towers  in  all  three  design  concepts  were 
"stepped  back"  several  times  from  podium-like  bases. 

The  design  variants  differed  primarily  in  the  shape  of  the  Market  St.  plaza 
and  the  two  towers.    The  Forecourt  Tower  Variant  plaza  suggested  both  a 
rectangle  and  a  triangle:    the  right  side  was  rectangular  and  the  left  side 
angled  in  from  Market  St.  to  the  pedestrian  concourse  entrance.    The  towers 
themselves  were  roughly  square  with  "cut  off"  corners.    The  Portal  Tower 
Variant  contained  a  semi-circular  plaza,  and  towers  on  a  cross-like  plan.  The 
Plaza  Tower  Variant  had  a  square  plaza  and  rectilinear  towers  that  were  broken 
frequently  into  horizontal  and  vertical  setbacks;  this  gave  the  towers  a 
"faceted"  appearance.    The  Plaza  scheme  had  the  largest  open  area  of  the 
variants,  as  well  as  the  greatest  distance  between  the  two  towers. 

The  three  approaches  to  the  design  of  Central  Block  2  and  Central  Block  3  were 
called  the  Terraces,  the  Square  and  the  Esplanade.    All  three  proposed  to 
treat  the  required  60%  open  space  on  Central  Block  2  and  40%  open  space 
(required  in  the  RFQ)  on  Central  Block  3    as  a  series  of  "gardens,"  each  with 
a  theme.    Themes  suggested  included  a  contemplative  Garden,  a  Small  Event 
Garden  (outdoor  performances),  a  Children's  Garden  and  an  Ice  Garden 
(containing  an  ice  skating  rink).    The  40%  of  land  area  on  Central  Block  2  and 
60%  on  Central  Block  3  to  be  covered  with  buildings  were  to  contain 
retail /commercial  uses,  cultural  uses,  and  amusement/recreation/entertainment 
uses  (see  IV.  Project  Description  p.  25).    The  Terraces  design  was  based  on  a 
set  of  terraced  roofs  that  fanned  out  from  a  roughly  three-  to  five-story 
semi-circular  building,  fronting  on  Mission  St.    Each  roof  level  (except  that 
of  the  Mission  St.  building)  was  to  be  landscaped  and  contain  some  of  the 
"garden"  uses.    The  terraces  were  to  step  down  to  ground  level  approximately 
midway  through  the  block  from  Mission  St.    The  design  of  the  Square  relied  on 
building  placement  to  break  Central  Block  2  into  several  distinct  rectangular 
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spaces,  each  containing  one  of  the  "gardens."    The  Esplanade's  focal  design 
element  was  a  broad  open  plaza  which  continued  uninterrupted  by  buildings, 
from  St.  Patrick's  Church  on  Central  Block  1  to  the  George  R.  Moscone 
Convention  Center  on  Central  Block  3.    The  "gardens"  were  in  rectangular  areas 
accessible  from  the  plaza  through  openings  between  the  buildings  fronting  the 
plaza. 

At  its  meeting  of  October  6,  1981  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  received 
comments  from  the  public.    The  Commission  had  previously  received 
recommendations  from  Agency  staff,  the  Director's  Advisory  Group  (a  group  of 
citizens  advising  the  Agency  Executive  Director  on  an  ongoing  basis),  and 
Agency  consultants  through  Agency  staff.    At  that  meeting  the  Commission 
indicated  its  preference  for  the  design  principles  embodied  in  the  "Plaza 
Tower  Variant"  prototype  for  Central  Block  1.    As  to  Central  Blocks  2  and  3, 
the  Commission  further  indicated  its  preference  for  the  design  principles 
embodied  in  the  prototype  entitled  "The  Esplanade."    Finally,  the  Commission 
indicated  it  would  reserve  any  expression  of  preference  either  in  favor  of  or 
against  housing  on  Central  Block  2.    The  Commission  stated  to  the  staff  that 
its  indication  of  preference  for  the  Plaza  Tower  Variant  for  Central  Block  1 
and  the  Esplanade  design  for  Central  Blocks  2  and  3,  which  would  then  undergo 
refinement  through  the  ongoing  negotiations,  was  meant  as  general  guidance  to 
Olympia  &  York  and  Agency  staff  and  was  not  intended  to  be  an  approval  of  a 
specific  design  concept.    The  Commission  further  indicated  that  approval  of 
any  specific  program  would  depend  on  further  review  and  consideration  of  all 
pertinent  data,  including  supplemental  environmental  data  contained  in  this 
document. 

Negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  and  the  Olympia  &  York 
negotiating  team  are  expected  to  culminate  in  1982  in  the  approval  of  a 
proposed  land  disposition  and  development  agreement.    The  proposed  agreement 
will  then  be  the  subject  of  a  further  public  hearing  and  comment,  after  which 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  will  consider  the  agreement  for  approval. 
Similarly,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  will  consider  the  agreement  for  approval 
as  it  relates  to  Central  Block  3  (the  convention  center  block).    The  proposed 
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agreement  will  not  be  approved  until  environnental  review  on  the  uses  under 
consideration  has  been  completed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  the  public,  using  this  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement  together  with  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  and  the  1978  YBC  FEIR. 

C.    ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTATION 

Generally  speaking,  the  environmental  documentation  accompanying  the 
administrative  process  described  above  has  proceeded  from  the  general  to  the 
specific.    In  1978,  the  YBC  FEIR  evaluated  four  prototypical  alternatives  to 
YBC  ranging  from  low  density  to  high  density.    The  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
investigated  in  more  detail  specific  proposals  for  two  blocks  of  the  YBC 
area.    This  current  Supplement  updates  both  of  these  previous  documents  with 
special  emphasis  on  the  Central  Blocks  of  YBC  which  are  the  subject  of  ongoing 
negotiations  between  Olympia  &  York  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    Each  of 
these  previous  YBC  environmental  documents  is  described  below. 

Early  environmental  documents  issued  in  1973. 

An  early  redevelopment  program  for  the  YBC  area  was  the  subject  of  an  EIR 
issued  in  May  1973  with  an  addendum  published  in  July  1973,  and  a  federal 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  issued  in  October  1974.    These  earlier 
documents  are  no  longer  of  significance  since  the  redevelopment  program  was 
substantially  changed  and  these  environmental  documents  were  superseded  by  the 
documents  described  below.    The  earlier  EIR  and  EIS  are  not  referred  to 
further  in  this  document,  except  as  specifically  identified. 

The  1978    Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EE  77.220) . 

This  document,  referred  to  as  the  YBC  FEIR,  was  jointly  prepared  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency.    It  evaluated  and  discussed  four  alternative  development  scenarios  for 
the  entire  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  and  possible  variants,  in  as  close 
to  equal  detail  as  appropriate. 
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The  alternatives  were  selected  so  as  to  present  a  range  of  potential 
development  alternatives  from  relatively  low  density  to  relatively  high 
density,  with  a  corresponding  range  of  potential  impacts: 

Alternative  A  was  based  on  the  then  existing  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC 
and  included  a  hotel  and  apparel  mart  on  Central  Block  2  (CB-2),  a 
convention  center  and  about  6  million  square  feet  of  office  space. 

Alternative  B  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee 
on  Verba  Buena  Center  and  included  an  apparel  mart  but  no  hotel  on  Central 
Block  2  {CB-2),  a  convention  center,  and  about  3  million  square  feet  of 
office  space. 

Alternative  C  was  derived  from  various  public  comments  and  suggestions  in 
the  earlier  1973  EIR  and  EIS  a  2-block  park  on  Central  Blocks  2  and  3 
(CB-2  and  CB-3)  surrounded  by  housing,  2.7  million  square  feet  of  office 
space,  and  no  convention  center. 

Alternative  D,  the  "no  action"  alternative,  was  based  on  revocation  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan,  and  subsequent  private  development  in  compliance  with 
existing  zoning.    This  resulted  in  office  and  retail  on  Central  Block  1 
(CB-1),  6  million  square  feet  of  "Downtown  Support"  uses  largely  on  CB-2 
and  CB-3,  and  4.5  million  square  feet  of  office  space.    It  included  no 
convention  center. 

In  addition  to  these  four  alternatives,  the  YBC  FEIR  also  analyzed  a  November 
1977  Tentative  Proposal  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  which  was  a  combination  of 
elements  from  Alternatives  A  and  B.    However,  none  of  these  alternatives  was 
singled  out  as  "the  project." 

The  YBC  FEIR  was  certified  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  April  25,  1978  and  served  as  the 
environmental  documentation  for  approval  of  the  Amendment  to  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  on  August  13,  1979  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission. 
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Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  Supplement  (EE  81.27) 

Referred  to  in  this  document  as  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  the  document  was 
jointly  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  as  a  supplement  to  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    It  was  prepared 
shortly  after  issuing  the  RFQ  and  during  the  redevelopment  team  selection 
process  in  late  1980  and  early  1981.    It  was  occasioned  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  consideration  of  certain  development  concepts  for  Central  Block  1 
(CB-1)  (Assessor's  Block  3706)  and  proposal  for  construction  of  a  private  high 
school  on  Southern  Block  4  (SB-4)  (Assessor's  Block  3763).    These  blocks  may 
be  identified  in  Figure  1  p.  4. 

Although  these  development  concepts  were  consistent  with  the  land  use  program 
outlined  in  the  RFQ  and  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  they  differed  from  any  of 
the  alternatives  discussed  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    These  differences  included 
the  proposal  on  Central  Block  1  of  2,200  transient  tourist  hotel  rooms, 
500  market-rate  dwelling  units,  and  the  acquisition  and  development  of  the 
General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  building  site  at  49  Fourth  St.,  adjacent 
to  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    The  1978  YBC  FEIR  had  considered  only 
700  hotel  rooms  on  the  block  as  a  variant  of  Alternatives  A  and  D  and  as  part 
of  the  Tentative  Proposal  (YBC  FEIR  pp.  56-57),  and  did  not  include  the  GSA 
site.    This  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  provided  environmental  information  for 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  when  they  amended  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  to  include  the  GSA  Bldg.  site  on  November  2,  1981. 

Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  Second  Supplement  (82.35  E) 

This  is  the  present  document  and  is  referred  to  herein  as  the  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.  Since  it  is  a  supplement  and  not  a  new  EIR,  it  updates  the  1978 
YBC  FEIR  and  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  and  compares  a  new  "Main  Program" 
(and  several  variants)  to  the  prototype  alternatives  in  the  original  YBC  FEIR. 

The  approach  of  this  document  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  III  of  this 
document.    The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  EIR  (including  Appendices  and 
Responses  to  Comments)  and  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (including  the 
Response  to  Comments)  are  hereby  incorporated  in  their  entirety  into  this 
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document  by  reference,  as  provided  for  in  Section  15149  of  the  Guidelines  for 
Implementation  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
(CAC  Title  14,  Division  6,  Chapter  3).    Relevant  portions  of  both  documents 
are  briefly  summarized  throughout  this  document,  as  appropriate,  and  reference 
page  numbers  provided.    Copies  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  YBC  EIR  Supplement  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  the  offices  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library. 

D.    DECISION-MAKING  PROCEDURES 

As  in  the  processing  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  City  Planning  Commission  will  act  as  joint  lead  agencies  for  this 
Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement.    Pursuant  to  Section  15085(g)  of  CEQA,  these  two 
decision-making  bodies  must  certify  that  they  have  reviewed  and  considered  the 
information  contained  in  the  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  before  approval  of  the 
land  disposition  and  development  agreement  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  and  the  beginning  of  development  of  Central  Blocks  1,  2  and  3, 
Eastern  Block  2  and  Southern  Block  2.    The  responsibility  for  implementation 
of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is  vested  in  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  which  is 
authorized  to  acquire  and  sell  land  parcels,  establish  conditions  of  use,  and 
review  and  approve  building  and  landscaping  plans.    This  authorization  flows 
from  the  State  Community  Redevelopment  Law  by  means  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  GSA  Bldg.  site  at  49  Fourth  St.  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  (by  ammendment  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  in 
November,  1981).    Although  zoned  P-Public  under  the  City  Planning  Code,  uses 
proposed  for  the  site  would  be  required  to  conform  only  to  the  land  use 
designations  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    Therefore,  re-zoning  of  the  site 
would  not  be  required  until  Redevelopment  Plan  land  use  restrictions  expire  in 
the  year  2006.    At  that  time  the  GSA  site  would  have  to  be  rezoned  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  from  P-Public  to  C-3-R  Downtown  Retail.    (See  Section 
YI.  A.  2.,  Land  Use  Designations  and  Zoning,  p.  115  for  further  discussion.) 
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The  official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC,  most  recently  amended  on 
November  2,  1981  to  include  the  GSA  Bldg.  site  at  49  Fourth  St.  within  the 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  boundaries,  would  not  have  to  be  amended  to 
implement  the  proposals  evaluated  in  this  Second  EIR  Supplement.    All  of  the 
uses  considered  for  YBC  are  permitted  principal  land  uses  for  the  Land  Use 
Districts  in  which  they  are  proposed. 
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II.    GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION 


A.  REGIONAL  AND  LOCAL  CONTEXT  OF  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT  AREA 

YBC  (see  Figures  2  and  3  pp.  14  and  15  )  is  a  part  of  the  larger 
South-of-Market  district  of  San  Francisco,  which  extends  generally  from  The 
Embarcadero  on  the  Bay  shore  to  Eleventh  St.  on  the  west,  and  from  Market  St. 
on  the  north  to  China  Basin  and  Townsend  and  Division  Sts.  on  the  south 
(Census  Tracts  176,  178,  179,  180).    The  South-of-Market  district  is  different 
from  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  in  several  respects.    The  street  pattern  is 
skewed  approximately  45  degrees  from  the  typical  north- south  and  east-west 
orientation  of  most  of  the  San  Francisco  grids.    (For  ease  of  description,  and 
in  line  with  local  custom,  the  northeast- southwest  oriented  streets  such  as 
Mission,  Howard,  and  Folsom  are  considered  as  east-west  streets  in  this 
report,  and  the  northwest- southeast  oriented  streets  such  as  Third  and  Fourth 
are  considered  as  north-south  streets.)    The  area  is  generally  flat;  only  the 
cut-down  remnants  of  Rincon  Hill,  centered  in  the  area  between  First  and 
Second  Sts.,  provide  topographic  variety  (see  Figure  24,  p.  193  of  the  YBC 
FEIR).    Block  lengths  are  the  longest  in  the  City,  measuring  825  ft.  on  the 
east-west  streets  and  550  ft.  on  the  north- south  streets. 

The  South-of-Market  district  serves  as  the  entrance  to  downtown  San  Francisco 
for  persons  coming  from  the  east  over  the  San  Francisco  -  Oakland  Bay  Bridge 
or  from  the  south  via  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  and  freeways  serving 
Santa  Clara  and  San  Mateo  Counties  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula.  For 
further  information  on  the  context  and  history  of  the  redevelopment  area,  see 
pp.  13  -  22  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

B.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  VERBA  BUENA  CENTER  AREA  AND  VICINITY 

Clearance  of  the  YBC  area  began  in  1970  and,  except  for  the  few  remaining 
buildings  intended  to  be  demolished  in  accordance  with  the  Redevelopment 
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SOURCE:   Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc., 
using  the  YBC  FEIR 
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SOURCE:   Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc., 
using  the  YBC  FEIR 
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Plan,  was  completed  in  1974.    The  clearance  process  required  the  relocation  of 
approximately  2,070  individuals  and  227  households,  most  of  whom  were  single 
and/or  elderly. 

Throughout  the  EIR  the  blocks  in  the  YBC  area  are  designated,  as  indicated  in 
Figure  1,  p.  4,  by  a  combination  of  letters  and  numbers,  with  the  letters 
indicating  the  general  location  within  YBC.    For  example,  EB-1  means  Eastern 
Block  1.    Assessor's  Block  numbers  are  also  shown  in  the  legend  of  Figure  1. 

The  dominant  interim  use  in  the  YBC  area  is  in  the  form  of  temporary  surface 
parking.    Among  the  remaining  buildings,  two  on  Central  Block  1  have  been 
designated  as  landmarks  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors: 
St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  (the  latter  is  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  see  Section  V.M,  p.  97).  Construction 
has  begun  on  several  of  the  buildings  proposed  in  the  amended  1979 
Redevelopment  Plan  and  covered  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  including  the  Convention  Plaza 
(339,000  sq.  ft.  on  EB-3),  Woolf  House  Phase  II  (70  subsidized  dwelling  units 
on  WB-3)  and  the  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel  (700  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1).  Buildings 
that  have  been  completed  since  certification  of  the  YBC  FEIR  are:  part  of 
Woolf  House  (112  of  its  total  of  182  subsidized  dv/elling  units  have  been 
completed)  on  WB-3;  TODCO  /  Los  Caballeros  Dimasalang  housing  (147  subsidized 
dwelling  units)  on  SB-2;  and  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  (650,000 
sq.  ft. )  on  CB-3. 

Several  forms  of  transit  serve  Yerba  Buena  Center  directly  or  indirectly 
("direct"  service  denotes  transit  vehicles  passing  through  YBC;  "indirect" 
service  denotes  transit  agencies  with  terminals  outside  YBC,  but  accessible  by 
walking,  direct  transit,  taxi  or  jitney).    The  transit  routes  directly  serving 
YBC  include  those  of:    San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni);  San  Mateo 
County  Transit  (SamTrans);  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation 
District  Transit  (Golden  Gate  Transit)  buses;  and  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 
(BART)  District.    These  routes  are  located  principally  on  Market,  Mission, 
Howard  and  Folsom  Sts.  in  the  east-west  direction,  and  Third,  Fourth  and 
Fifth  Sts.  in  the  north- south  direction.    Independently  franchised  jitneys  run 
along  Mission  St.,  and  along  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.    Indirect  service  includes 
the  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District  (A-C  Transit),  CalTrans  -  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  and  the  Golden  Gate  Transit  ferry  system. 
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Since  1978  office  demand  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  has  increased  at  a  rapid 
rate.    Some  15.6  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  has  been  approved  or 
constructed  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  between  1978  and  November  1981.    This  is 
over  twice  the  increase  in  office  space  that  occurred  in  the  previous  4-year 
period  (see  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1 ,  p.  237). 

The  eastern  portion  of  the  YBC  area  abuts  the  southern  extension  of  the 
Financial  District  along  New  Montgomery  St.,  and  is  the  site  of  further 
southward  expansion  of  office  uses  on  Hawthorne,  Folsom,  and  Third  Sts.  The 
Market  St.  gateway  to  the  area,  opposite  Grant  Ave.,  is  at  the  southeastern 
edge  of  the  Union  Square  retail  shopping  and  hotel  district,  a  concentrated 
downtown  activity  area.    The  southern  edge  of  the  area  is  predominantly 
industrial  in  use  and  is  dominated  by  the  Bay  Bridge  approach  and  Central 
Skyway  structures.    West  of  YBC,  dominant  uses  are  either  residential  or 
commercial  uses  of  a  type  which  relate  to  and  support  the  more-intensive 
downtown  activities.    Sixth  St.  contains  retail  outlets  serving  residents  of 
the  area,  and  hotels  catering  to  permanent  residents. 
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III.    Approach  to  the  Evaluation  of  Environnental  Impacts 
III.    APPROACH  TO  THE  EVALUATION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


A.    GENERAL  PURPOSE  AND  APPROACH 

This  document  is  a  Supplement  to  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Its  general  purpose  is  to 
update  the  environmental  analysis  of  the  YBC  FEIR  in  light  of  (1)  changes  that 
have  occurred  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  and  immediate  vicinity 
since  1978;  and  (2)  current  and  more  specific  estimates  of  the  development 
program  likely  to  emerge  for  YBC.    As  to  the  first  purpose,  the  environmental 
Setting  and  Impact  sections  of  this  Supplement  have  been  written  to  take  into 
account  changes  that  have  occurred  within  the  Redevelopment  Project  Area  such 
as  the  construction  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center,  as  well  as  increased 
construction  in  the  immediate  vicinity.    As  to  the  second  goal,  current 
estimates  of  the  likely  development  program  have  been  incorporated  into  this 
document  through  the  elaboration  of  a  "Main  Program"  and  several  variants. 
The  Main  Program  serves  as  the  "project"  for  purposes  of  this  Supplement.  It 
and  its  variants  consist  of  a  series  of  uses  and  square  footages  for  each 
block  of  the  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  which  represent  a  reasonable  estimate 
of  a  development  program  likely  to  emerge  in  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

This  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  analyzes  the  environmental  effects  of  this  Main 
Program  and  its  variants.    This  document  then  compares  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  Main  Program  with  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  four 
alternatives  studied  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Where  the  impacts  of  the  Main 
Program  would  differ  from  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  the 
differences  have  been  discussed.    Where  the  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  are 
not  different  from  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
the  information  in  the  YBC  FEIR  has  been  summarized  and  incorporated  by 
reference.    Thus,  though  this  document  may  be  read  independently  of  the  YBC 
FEIR,  it  is  truly  a  supplement  rather  than  a  new  EIR  in  that  it  relies  on  the 
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prototype  alternatives  elaborated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  for  purposes  of 
environmental  comparison.    Wherever  possible,  the  Main  Program  is  related  to 
those  four  alternatives.    The  variants  to  the  Main  Program  have  been  analyzed 
in  equal  detail  to  the  Main  Program;  they  are  discussed  after  the  Main  Program 
is  discussed  in  this  document,  and  only  where  differences  in  impacts  from  the 
Main  Program  would  occur. 

To  facilitate  comparison  between  the  environmental  analysis  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
and  in  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  this  Supplement  parallels  the  YBC  FEIR 
in  format  and  methods  as  much  as  possible.    Subject  order  and  major  heading 
titles  in  the  YBC  FEIR  have  been  preserved  in  this  Supplement.    The  block 
names  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR  are  used  in  this  document  as  well  (see  Figure  1, 
p.  4)    Basic  assumptions  and  methods  used  for  calculations  and/or  analysis  in 
the  YBC  FEIR  have  been  used  in  all  sections  of  this  report,  except  for 
Transportation.    Changes  in  accepted  methods  of  trip  distribution  and  capacity 
analysis  have  occurred  since  1978.    Therefore,  the  Transportation  section  in 
this  Supplement  uses  currently  accepted  techniques,  and  makes  only  qualified 
comparison  with  the  YBC  FEIR  results.    (See  Appendix  C,  p.  251,  herein,  for 
the  differences  in  methodology  between  the  two  reports;  see  pp.  27-30  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  for  more  detail  on  the  aproach  to  the  evaluation  of  environmental 
impacts  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR. ) 

All  impacts  have  been  considered  in  the  same  1988  time  frame  used  in  the  YBC 
FEIR.    One  major  change  should  be  noted:  since  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  was  produced, 
the  Redevelopment  Project  Area  has  been  enlarged  to  include  the  site  of  the 
GSA  Building,  located  at  49  Fourth  St.,  covering  aout  48,000  sq.  ft.  of  land. 
This  site  was  added  to  the  Redevelopment  Project  Area  in  November  1981,  and 
was  analyzed  for  the  first  time  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement.    This  Second 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  includes  the  GSA  Bdg.  site  in  its  and  environmental 
analysis. 
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A.    USE  OF  THE  1978  YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL  COMPARISON. 


The  most  important  use  of  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  in  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement 
is  the  retention  of  the  four  prototype  alternatives  discused  and  analyzed 
therein.    These  four  prototype  alternatives  are  still  useful  for  purposes  of 
environmental  comparison,  and  accordingly  throughout  this  Second  YBC  EIR 
Supplement,  the  impacts  of  the  new  proposed  Main  Program  are  compared  with 
impacts  identified  for  the  four  prototype  alternatives  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR. 
(Section  IV.  Project  Description  contains  a  description  of  these  four 
prototype  alternatives  on  pp.  25  -  31.)    Where  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Main 
Program  would  differ  from  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives  discussed  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  the  differences  have  been  stated. 

It  should  be  noted  that  two  of  the  prototype  alternatives  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR 
assume  no  convention  center  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area. 
Alternative  C  (see  Figure  6,  p.  29)  includes  a  2-block,  21-acre  public  park  on 
Central  Block  2  and  contains  no  convention  center.    Alternative  D  is  the  "no 
action  alternative"  for  YBC  as  a  whole,  and  is  based  on  the  revocation  of  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  sale  of  all  uncommitted  parcels  on  the  open 
market.    A  variant  of  Alternative  D  was  a  "no  action"  alternative  where  the 
vacant  parcels  would  remain  in  their  current  state.    Both  of  these  variations 
of  Alternative  D  assume  the  absence  of  a  convention  center  on  Central  Block  3. 

Nonetheless,  Alternatives  C  and  D  retain  their  usefulness  for  the  purposes  of 
environmental  comparison.    Alternative  C  provides  a  benchmark  for 
environmental  comparison  between  the  Main  Program  and  a  lower  density 
alternative  involving  a  more  traditional  public  park  surrounded  by  housing. 
Similarly,  Alternative  D  retains  its  usefulness  as  the  "no  project" 
alternative  even  though  it  could  not  be  strictly  carried  out  without  the 
dismantling  of  the  convention  center.    The  purpose  of  the  prototype 
alternatives  in  1978  was  to  give  decision-makers  a  general  idea  of  four 
different  approaches  to  density  and  uses  in  Yerba  Buena  Center  from  high  to 
low.    These  alternatives  have  thus  been  retained  for  comparison  purposes,  and 
throughout  this  document,  the  Main  Program  is  related  to  these  four 
al  ter  natives. 
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B.    THE  MAIN  PROGRAM 

The  environmental  analysis  in  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  is  based  on  a 
Main  Program  for  the  entire  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    Development  proposals 
for  much  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  are  more  advanced  than  in  1978, 
especially  in  the  Central  Blocks.    The  Central  Blocks  are  currently  the 
subject  of  ongoing  negotiations  with  Olympia  &  York.    In  portions  of  the 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  new  buildings  have  already  been  constructed,  are 
under  construction,  or  plans  have  been  approved.    The  George  R.  Moscone 
Convention  Center  has  been  opened  on  Central  Block  3.    Thus,  while  the  1978 
YBC  FEIR  chose  to  examine  four  alternative  prototype  scenarios  for  YBC  (and 
several  variants)  in  equal  detail  choosing  no  one  alternative  as  "the 
project,"  this  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplement  focuses  on  one  Main  Program  which 
incorporates  these  recent  developments.    Several  variants  to  the  Main  Program 
are  included,  as  well.    The  variants  refer  to  variations  on  individual 
blocks.    They  are  discussed  only  where  differences  in  impacts  from  the  Main 
Program  would  occur. 

The  Main  Program  and  its  variants  are  described  in  the  Summary  and  set  forth 
in  detail  in  Section  lY.,  p.  25,  of  this  document.    The  Main  Program  consists 
of  uses  and  square  footages  for  each  block  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Project  Area.    For  the  peripheral  blocks  of  YBC,  the  Main 
Program  and  variants  reflect  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff's  best  estimates 
of  square  footages  and  uses  which  are  reasonable  and  likely  to  occur.    In  some 
cases,  these  estimates  are  simply  derived  from  the  maximum  height,  bulk,  and 
use  limitations  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  approved  by  the 
San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.    Where  buildings  already  are  in  place, 
under  construction,  or  approved,  the  Main  Program  and  variants  adopt  the 
existing  or  approved  uses  and  square  footages. 

For  the  Central  Blocks  of  YBC,  the  uses  and  square  footages  in  the  Main 
Program  and  its  variants  reflect  the  fact  that  these  central  blocks  are 
currently  the  subject  of  exclusive  negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  staff  and  Olympia  &  York.    Although  the  negotiations  are  not  yet 
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complete,  much  information  is  available  as  to  these  Central  Blocks  from  such 
sources  as  the  Request  for  Qualifications  issued  by  the  Agency  in  April,  1980, 
and  in  various  submissions  made  public  by  Olympia  &  York.    Accordingly,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  staff  of  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  with  the  assistance  of  Olympia  &  York,  have  selected  uses  and  square 
footages  for  the  Main  Program  and  variants  which  establish  a  range  of 
development.    This  range  is  most  likely  to  include  the  program  which  will 
emerge  from  the  negotiations  as  a  proposed  land  disposition  and  development 
agreement.    In  order  to  ensure  an  environmental  analysis  of  "worst  case" 
effects,  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants  generally  consider  the  maximum  in 
the  range  of  amounts  under  negotiation. 

Although  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants  list  the  gross  floor  area  or  number 
of  units  of  each  use,  they  do  not  indicate  the  precise  design  and  spatial 
arrangement  of  proposed  uses  since  such  matters  are  the  subject  of  ongoing 
negotiations  for  the  Central  Blocks  and,  as  to  the  peripheral  blocks,  are 
difficult  to  predict  on  the  basis  of  current  information.    The  Main  Program 
itself  and  its  variants  are  limited  to  the  uses  and  gross  floor  area  described 
in  Section  IV,  p.  25.    To  the  extent  that  specific  locations  are  included  in 
the  Main  Program,  they  are  so  indicated  in  the  narrative  in  Section  IV.  For 
example,  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants  call  for  the  retention  of  the 
Jessie  St.  Substation  and  St.  Patrick's  Church  on  Central  Block  1,  and  the 
location  of  those  buildings  is  described  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  and 
variants. 

However,  with  the  exception  of  precise  wind  and  shadow  studies,  which  would  be 
performed  at  the  design  stage,  the  Main  Program  and  variants  are  sufficiently 
detailed  to  allow  environmental  analysis.    Where  necessary,  reasonable 
building  locations  have  been  assumed.    For  example,  in  the  Transportation 
section  various  entrances  and  exits  have  been  assumed.    Wherever  possible, 
assumptions  have  been  tailored  to  produce  a  "worst  case"  environmental 
analysis. 

Variants  are  considered  for  three  YBC  blocks  (see  Section  IV.  Project 
Description,  p.  25).    Each  variant  consists  of  uses  and  square  footages  for 
one  YBC  block  only.    This  Supplement  considers  the  effects  of  each  variant 
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block  in  comparision  with  the  Main  Program  uses  for  that  block.  The 
Supplement  then  considers  the  effects  of  all  YBC  were  the  variant  block  to  be 
substituted  for  the  corresponding  Main  Program  block.    The  effects  of  each 
variant  are  discussed  only  where  differences  in  impacts  from  the  Main  Program 
would  occur.    For  ease  of  anlysis,  each  variant  is  considered  separately. 
Combinations  of  two  or  more  of  the  one-block  variants  is  set  up  so  that  one 
may  determine  the  effects  of  a  combination  of  variants.    For  example, 
implementation  of  Variant  A  would  increase  annual  energy  consumption  by 
59  billion  BTU  (see  Table  25,  p.  190).    Variant  C  would  increase  annual  energy 
consumption  by  13  billion  BTU.    The  new  result  of  implementing  both  variants 
would  be  to  raise  annual  energy  over  that  for  the  Main  Program  by  a  total  of 
72  billion  BTU,  or  about  3%  for  all  of  YBC.    Other  impacts  resulting  from  the 
conbination  of  different  variants  can  be  similarly  estimated. 


C.    DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSALS  FOR  CENTRAL  BLOCKS  1  AND  SOUTHERN  BLOCK  4 
EVALUATED  IN  THE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT 

The  July  1981  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  evaluated  land  uses  for  CB-1  and  SB-4 
not  considered  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    The  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  analyzed 
uses  proposed  for  CB-1,  called  the  "new  mixed-used  proposal,"  consisting  of 

500,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  80,000  sq.  ft  of  retail -commercial  space,  up 
to  500  market-rate  dwelling  units,  a  700-room  (Arcon-Pacific)  Hotel  fronting 
on  Third  St.,  and  1  ,500  additional  hotel  rooms,  which  were  not  specifically 
sited.    The  "new  mixed-use  proposal"  represented  all  these  uses  under 
consideration  for  CB-l.    These  uses  are  all  included  in  the  Main  Program, 
analyzed  in  this  Second  Supplement.    The  proposal  for  SB-4  within  the 
redevelopment  area  boundaries  (see  Figure  1,  p.  4)  was  for  a  private  high 
school  for  about  300  students.    The  school  was  to  be  constructed  on  a 
25,200  sq.  ft.  portion  of  the  block  (on  Assessor's  Parcels  3763-A  and  -C),  and 
did  not  represent  all  uses  under  consideration  for  SB-4  (34,650  sq.  ft.  of 
existing  light  industrial  space  v/ould  remain). 
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For  further  description  of  the  "new  mixed-use  proposal"  for  CB-1  and  the  high 
school  for  SB-4,  refer  to  pp.  16-19  and  pp.  90-92  of  the  First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement. 
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IV.    Project  Description 


The  uses  evaluated  in  this  Supplement,  which  are  collectively  referred  to  as 
the  Main  Program,  represent  the  program  of  land  uses  for  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  currently  (1981-1982)  under  consideration  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency.    Four  variants  are  also  evaluated  and  are  under 
consideration  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    Under  the  Main  Program  five  of 
YBC's  13  blocks,  including  the  four  "super  blocks"  along  YBC's  central 
north- south  axis,  and  covering  60%  to  70%  of  YBC's  total  area,  would  contain  a 
mixture  of  uses  not  previously  considered  in  any  of  the  four  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  or  in  any  possible  combination  thereof.    The  remaining  eight 
blocks,  which  have  uses  that  have  been  analyzed  previously,  are  included  in 
this  study  in  order  to  provide  both  the  public  and  the  decision  makers  with  a 
description  of  the  effects  of  the  most  recently  proposed  program  for  YBC  as  a 
whole,  and  to  facilitate  comparisons  between  findings  in  this  YBC  Second 
Supplement  and  those  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (see  Section 
III.  Approach  p.  18).    The  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  are  described  in  Section  A. 
below.    The  complete  Main  Program  is  described  in  Section  IV.  B.,  p.  31,  and 
the  variants  to  the  Main  Program  are  described  in  Section  IV.  C,  p.  44. 


A.    DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  FOUR  ALTERNATIVES  EVALUATED  IN  THE  YBC  FEIR 

Each  alternative  in  the  YBC  FEIR  consisted  of  existing,  committed  and 
"discretionary"  land  uses.    Discretionary  uses  were  those  proposed  land  uses 
that  varied  among  the  four  alternatives  and  in  fact,  defined  each 
alternative.    The  following  description  of  the  alternatives  refers  to  the 
discretionary  uses  unless  otherwise  noted. 

Alternative  A  was  based  on  the  official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC,  as  amended 
through  1977  (see  Figure  4,  p.  27).    Within  the  entire  YBC  area,  this 
alternative  would  provide  for  about  6  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  in 
high-rise  buildings;  about  700,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  uses;  a  hotel  on  CB-2; 
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indoor  commercial  entertainment  facilities;  the  convention  center;  a 
pedestrian  concourse  and  urban  plazas  extending  from  Market  St.  to  Howard  St.; 
four  (committed)  sites  for  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  (602  dwelling 
units)  and  one  market-rate  housing  development  (50  dwelling  units)  atop  a 
proposed  office  building  (apparel  mart);  light  industrial  uses  (about 
1  million  sq.  ft.);  and  two  public  parking  garages. 

Alternative  B  (see  Figure  5.  p.  28)  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the 
Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Verba  Buena  Center,  which  were  submitted  in 
August  1976.    In  the  entire  YBC  area,  this  alternative  would  provide  for  about 
3  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space;  about  300,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  uses;  the 
same  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  as  in  Alternative  A  (602  dwelling 
units);  subsidized-family  housing  (300  dwelling  units);  additional  market-rate 
housing  (650  dwelling  units  total);  the  convention  center;  a 
commercial/recreation/entertainment  park;  and  about  350,000  sq.  ft.  of 
light- industrial  uses. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  November  1977  Tentative  Proposal  combined  components 
of  Alternatives  A  and  B.    Alternative  A  was  taken  as  a  base,  with  components 
of  Alternative  B  replacing  some  of  A's  components  (see  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  58  and 
60  -  61 ). 

Alternative  C  (see  Figure  6,  p.  29)  for  the  entire  YBC  area  was  based  on  a 
concept  derived  from  public  suggestions  and  comments  made  on  the  original 
redevelopment  plans  and  on  the  earlier  EIR  and  Federal  EIS.    It  included  a 
two-block,  21-acre  public  park  and  contained  no  convention  center  nor 
recreation/entertainment  park.    It  included  more  market-rate  housing  than 
Alternative  B  (1,000  dwelling  units  total)  and  about  half  the  office  and 
retail  space  of  that  alternative,  as  well  as  about  350,000  sq.  ft.  of 
light-industrial  uses. 

Alternative  D  (see  Figure  7,  p.  30)  was  a  "no  action"  alternative  for  YBC  as  a 
whole.    It  was  based  on  the  revocation  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  sale 
of  all  uncommitted  parcels  on  the  open  market  for  private  uses  which  would 
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IV.    Project  Description 


comply  with  existing  zoning  laws.    A  variant  of  this  "no  action"  alternative 
is  one  in  which  no  further  action  of  any  kind  would  be  taken  and  the  vacant 
parcels  would  remain  in  their  present  state.    The  available  lot  area  in  CB-1 
(97,000  sq.  ft.  within  the  redevelopment  area)  would  be  developed  under  the 
C-3-R  Planning  Code  Use  District  standards.    The  main  permitted  uses  are 
retail -commercial  and  office  uses,  with  a  maximum  gross  floor  area  ratio  (FAR) 
of  10:1;  that  is,  a  ratio  of  ten  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space  to  one  sq.  ft.  of  lot 
area.    The  block  is  in  the  400-1  Height  and  Bulk  District,  which  permits  a 
maximum  building  height  of  400  feet.    Approximately  100,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail 
space  could  be  developed  and  up  to  2,000,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  could  be 
accommodated.    All  of  CB-2  and  CB-3  would  be  used  for  dowtown  support 
services,  providing  an  estimated  5.34  million  sq.  ft.  for  such  uses.  Housing 
would  be  permitted.    In  SB-4,  there  would  be  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  available 
for  industrial  development  along  Perry  St.    This  could  accommodate 
approximately  175,000  sq.  ft.  of  industrial  space. 

For  further  description  of  the  four  alternatives,  refer  to  pp.  31  -  62  of  the 
YBC  FEIR. 

B.    THE  MAIN  PROGRAM 

Table  1  contains  a  list  of  the  uses  proposed  for  each  of  the  YBC  blocks  under 
the  Main  Program.    The  list  shows  which  uses  are  existing  and  to  be  preserved, 
which  uses  have  been  constructed  since  completion  of  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  which 
uses  would  be  in  rehabilitated  buildings  and  which  uses  are  under 
construction;  all  uses  not  given  one  of  these  descriptions  are  yet  to  be 
constructed.    Figure  8,  p.  38,  shows  the  locations  of  the  Main  Program  uses. 

Also  proposed,  but  not  listed  in  Table  1,  are  the  pedestrian  plaza,  and  park 
uses.    Central  Block  1  (CB-1)  would  contain  a  71  ,000- sq. -ft.  covered 
pedestrian  plaza,  which  would  connect  Market  St.  with  a  plaza  adjacent  to 
St.  Patrick's  Church  and  fronting  Mission  St.    Central  Block  2  (CB-2)  would 
have  60%  of  its  land  area,  or  about  272,400  sq.  ft.,  preserved  as  open 
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IV.    Project  Description 


TABLE  1:    PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC  (gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area 
unless  otherwise  noted) 


Central  Block  1 

-  Office  Space 

-  Office  Space 

-  Hotel 

-  Retail /Commercial 

-  Housing 

-  Institutional 

-  Cultural 

-  Accessory  Parking 

-  Pedestrian  Concourse/Plaza 

Central  Block  2 


500,000  sq.  ft. 
90,000  sq.  ft.  (rehabilitated) 
2,200  rooms 
200,000  sq.  ft. 

500  market-rate  dwelling  units 
Church  &  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
71  ,000  sq.  ft. 


-  Retail /Commercial 

-  Cultural 

-  Amusement/Recreation/ 

Entertainment 

-  Underground  Ballroom 

and  Exhibit  Room 

-  Accessory  Parking 

-  Pedestrian  Concourse  or  Plaza 

-  Public  Park  or  Plaza 

Central  Block  3 

-  Convention  Center 

-  Cultural 

-  Amusement/Recreation/ 

Entertainment 

-  Retail /Commercial 

-  Publ ic  Park  or  Plaza 


Eastern  Block  1 


90 ,000 
120,000 


sq. 
sq, 


100,000 
1 ,500 
99,000 
173,400 


ft, 
ft. 


135,000  sq.  ft. 


sq.  ft. 
spaces 
sq.  ft. 
sq .  f t . 


650,000 

sq. 

ft. 

10,000 

sq. 

ft. 

120,000 

sq. 

ft. 

30,000 

sq. 

ft. 

82,000 

sq. 

ft. 

1978) 


-  Office  Space  593,000  sq.  ft. 

-  Retail /Commercial  60,000  sq.  ft. 

Eastern  Block  2 


Housing 

Retail /Commercial 
Cultural 

Office 

Accessory  Parking 


300  market- rate  dwelling  units 
10,000  sq.  ft. 
200,000  sq.  ft. 
700,000  sq.  ft. 
500  spaces 
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lY.    Project  Description 


TABLE  1:    PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC,  Continued 


Eastern  Block  3 

-  Office  Space 

-  Office  Space 

-  Public  Parking 

-  Housing 

-  Office  Space 

Western  Block  1 

-  Institutional 

-  Retail /Commercial 

Western  Block  2 

-  Public  Parking 

-  Office  Space 


Western  Block  3 

-  Housing 

-  Housing 

-  Housing 

-  Office  Space 

-  Retail /Commercial 

-  Institutional 

Southern  Block  1 


339,000  sq.  ft.  (under  construction) 
25,000  sq.  ft.  (rehab) 
800  spaces 

200  market-rate  dwelling  units 
833,000  sq.  ft.  (existing) 


63,000  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
5,500  sq.  ft.  (existing) 


296  spaces  (existing) 
300,000  sq.  ft.  (completed  since 

1978) 


388  subsidized  dv/elling  units 
(completed  since  1978) 
70  subsidized  dwelling  units 

(under  construction) 
95  subsidized  dwelling  units 
15,500  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
14,800  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
33,000  sq.  ft.  (existing) 


Office  Space 

11 ,000 

sq. 

ft. 

Light  Industrial 

25,350 

sq. 

ft. 

Institutional 

23,600 

sq. 

ft. 

Retail /Commercial 

10,000 

sq. 

ft. 

Retail /Commercial 

12,000 

sq. 

ft. 

Southern  Block  2 

-  Office  Space 

-  Office  Space 

-  Light  Industry 

-  Housing 

-  Housing 

-  Housing 

-  Downtown  Support 

-  Public  Parking 

-  Retail /Commercial 


(existing ) 
(exi  sti  ng) 
(existing) 


573,500  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
80,000  sq.  ft. 
28,100  sq.  ft.  (existing) 

147  subsidized  dwelling  units 
(completed  since  1978) 

320  market- rate  dwelling  units 

200  subsidized  dwelling  units 
10,500  sq.  ft.  (existing) 

800  spaces 
35,000  sq.  ft. 
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lY.    Project  Description 


TABLE  1:    PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC.  Continued 


Southern  Block  3 

650  market-rate  dwelling  units 
12,000  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
29,600  sq.  ft.  (existing) 
49,200  sq.  ft.  (existing) 

Southern  Block  4 


-  Housing 

-  Office  Space 

-  Retail /Commercial 

-  Light  Industry 


-  Institutional  300  students 

-  Light  Industrial  34,650  sq.  ft.  (existing) 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 


space  (a  requirement  of  the  RFQ,  p.  21  ).    Of  this  open  space,  about  99,000 
sq.  ft.  would  be  a  pedestrian  plaza;  the  remainder  would  be  landscaped  park  or 
"garden"  uses.    About  40%  (roughly  82,000  sq.  ft.)  of  the  buildable  surface 
area  of  CB-3,  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  block,  would  be  open 
space  (also  a  requirement  of  the  RFQ,  p.  21). 

Exact  building  design  and  placement  have  not  been  determined  for  the  uses  in 
Table  1  listed  as  not  yet  constructed.    All  buildings  are  assumed  to  conform 
with  the  height  restrictions  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  (see  Section  V.A.  Land 
Use,  Zoning  and  Visual  Aspects,  p.  47).    In  some  sections  of  the  report  an 
assumed  building  placement  on  a  block  is  necessary  to  perform  an  analysis 
(Transportation,  Noise,  Air  Quality,  Wind  and  Shadows).    In  each  case  a 
building  placement  is  chosen  which  would  maximize  the  building's  impact. 

Table  2  shows  Main  Program  uses  block-by-block  in  relation  to  what  was 
considered  for  each  block  under  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  in  the  First  YBC 
EIR  Supplement.    A  comparison  of  the  total  square  footages  under  each  YBC  FEIR 
alternative  and  the  Main  Program  at  the  end  of  Table  2,  p.  37,  shows  that  the 
Main  Program  differs  from  the  alternatives  in  cultural  uses,  hotel  rooms, 
market-rate  dwelling  units,  downtown  support  uses  and  light  industrial  uses. 
All  of  these  except  the  downtown  support  uses  and  light  industrial  uses  have 
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FIGURE  8: 

Land  Uses  Proposed  Under 
the  Main  Program 

SOURCE: 

Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc^  using  information  provided 
by  the  San  Francisco  Redevetopment  Agency. 

Land  use  placement  on  CB-2  and  CB-3  is  approximate  and  reflects  RFO 
requirement  of  60%  open  space  on  CB-2  and  40%  open  space  on  CB-3. 
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lY.    Project  Description 


more  total  square  feet  of  floor  area  than  anything  proposed  in  the  YBC  FEIR; 
these  latter  two  uses  have  fewer  square  feet  of  floor  area  than  do  any  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    All  other  proposed  Main  Program  uses  are  within  ranges 
considered  for  all  of  YBC  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Buildings  that  have  been  constructed  since  the  completion  of  the  1978  YBC  FEIR 
are:    Phase  I  of  Wool  f  House  (112  of  its  total  of  182  subsidized  dwelling 
units  have  been  completed)  on  WB-3;  TODCO  /  Los  Caballeros  Dimasalang  housing 
(147  subsidized  dwelling  units)  on  SB-2;  Yerba  Buena  West,  300,000  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space  on  WB-2;  and  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  (650,000 
sq.  ft.)  on  CB-3.    Under  the  Main  Program,  these  uses  are  considered  to  be 
existing  uses,  in  addition  to  those  described  on  pp.  39-40  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
Several  uses  in  Table  1,  p.  32,  are  listed  as  "under  construction."  These 
are:    the  Convention  Plaza  Bldg.,  339,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  on  EB-3;  and 
Woolf  House  Phase  II,  70  subsidized  dwelling  units  on  WB-3.    All  of  the 
Central  Blocks  would  contain  "unreviewed  uses,"  uses  not  previously  analyzed 
in  the  YBC  FEIR  or  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement.    A  complete  listing  of 
unreviewed  uses  is  given  in  Table  3,  below. 

Central  Block  1 

CB-1  would  be  the  most  intensively  developed  block  in  YBC  under  the  Main 
Program.    The  roughly  two  million  total  square  feet  of  uses  (not  including  the 
950  spaces  of  accessory  parking,  see  Table  1,  p.  32)  could  be  placed  in  one  or 
more  towers  up  to  400  ft.  high.    Two  open  plazas,  one  at  the  Market  St. 
entrance  to  YBC  and  one  at  Mission  St.,  east  of  St.  Patrick's  Church,  may 
occur  on  CB-1.    The  plaza  entries  would  complement  the  pattern  of  public 
plazas  which  enhance  the  north  side  of  Market  St.,  and  would  extend  the 
pattern  onto  Mission  St.    A  glassed  galleria  connecting  the  two  plazas  would 
provide  an  all-weather  mid-block  pedestrian  passage-way  between  Market  and 
Mission  Sts.    The  galleria  would  contain  specialty  shops,  perhaps  on  several 
levels.    It  would  terminate  in  the  Mission  St.  plaza  to  be  built  along  the 
east  side  of  St.  Patrick's  Church. 
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TABLE  3:    PREVIOUSLY  UNREVIEWED  USES  IN  THE  PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC 
(gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  unless  otherwise  noted) 


Central  Block  1 

-  Accessory  Parking 

-  Cultural 

Central  Block  2 

-  Accessory  Parking 

-  Cultural 

-  Underground  Ballroom  and 
Exhibit  Room 

Central  Block  3 

-  Retail /Commercial 

-  Cultural 

-  Amusement/Recreation 
Entertainment 

Eastern  Block  2 

-  Cultural 

Southern  Block  2 

-  Housing 

-  Public  Parking 

-  Retail /Commercial 


950  spaces 

(total  on  block) 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 


1  ,500  spaces 

(total  on  block) 
120,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 

100,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 


30,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 

120,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 


200,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 


320  market-rate  dwelling  units 
(additional  units) 

800  spaces 

(total  on  block) 
35,000  sq.  ft. 

(total  on  block) 


SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
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The  Church  would  become  the  architectural  focal  point  of  CB-l's  south  edge. 
The  Church  and  Rectory,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.,  and  the  Jessie  St.  substation 
would  be  preserved.    New  construction  would  complement  these  historic 
buildings  in  design  and  materials.    A  new  setting  created  by  open  plazas  would 
provide  a  spatial  frame  for  the  Church  that  is  at  a  scale  appropriate  to  its 
mass  and  height.    The  overall  effect  would  be  intended  to  be  similar  to  a 
European  cathedral  square. 

Central  Block  2 

CB-2  would  be  the  connecting  block  between  CB-1  and  the  convention  center  on 
CB-3.    CB-2  would  be  designed  to  draw  visitors  into  it  and  through  it  to  the 
convention  center.    The  plaza  facing  St.  Patrick's  across  Mission  St.  would 
create  a  transition  between  CB-1  and  CB-2.    The  60%  of  open  space  required 
(RFQ,  p.  21)  would  be  devoted  to  pedestrian  plaza(s)  and  gardens.  Pedestrian 
walkways  may  cross  Mission  St.  both  at-grade  and  by  bridges  connecting  upper 
levels  of  commercial  and  retail  buildings  in  CB-1  and  CB-2.    The  at-grade 
crossing  from  the  St.  Patrick's  Plaza  to  CB-2  would  join  with  CB-2's  open 
central  plaza,  which  would  stretch  over  CB-2's  length  from  Mission  St.  to 
Howard  St.    CB-2's  central  plaza  would  be  classical  in  design,  built  along  a 
strong  central  axis  anchored  by  St.  Patrick's  Church  at  one  end  and  the 
Moscone  Convention  Center  at  the  other.    One  possible  design  of  CB-2  would 
have  the  plaza  gradually  rise  in  a  series  of  steps  and  terraces  from  St. 
Patrick's  on  CB-2  to  the  level  of  the  roof  of  the  convention  center  on  CB-3. 
The  graduated  series  of  terraces  could  create  smaller  gathering  places  within 
the  central  plaza.    It  is  also  possible  that  CB-2's  central  plaza  would  be  all 
on  one  grade.    In  this  case,  smaller  gathering  places  could  be  created  with 
the  use  of  benches,  trees  or  paving  material.    Minor  cross-axes  would 
intersect  CB-2's  central  plaza  and  mid-block  entries  on  Third  and  Fourth  Sts. 
to  smaller  gardens  and  plazas  to  be  built  among  the  retail  and  commercial 
buildings  flanking  the  central  axis.    The  gardens  could  represent  a  variety  of 
landscape  styles  such  as  the  traditional  English  garden  with  lawn  and  trees  or 
an  oriental  meditation  garden.    A  small,  hard- surfaced  plaza  could  be  built 
for  intimate  viewing  of  entertainments  such  as  juggling  or  dancing.  A 
children's  garden  could  provide  space  for  active  play. 


41 
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The  of  cultural  space  on  CB-2  could  be  a  performance  theater  or  a  museum; 
recreation  and  entertainment  uses  may  include  a  health  club,  ice  rink,  live 
entertainment  facilities  and  restaurants.    The  block  would  have  an  underground 
ballroom  /  exhibit  space.    Retail  commercial  uses  on  the  block  v/ould  probably 
include  shops.    There  would  be  no  subsurface  connections  between  the 
ballroom/exhibit  room  and  CB-1  or  CB-3.    Terraces,  balconies,  and  elevated 
walkways  would  provide  opportunities  for  viewing  activities  in  the  central 
plaza  below. 

Central  Block  3 

Since  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  on  CB-3  is  almost  entirely 
underground,  sufficient  space  exists  on  its  roof  for  other  uses.    These  uses 
would  be  primarily  visitor-oriented.    The  RFQ  requires  that  40%  of  the  area  be 
open  space.    The  remaining  60%  could  contain  restaurants,  cafes,  night  clubs 
and  a  cinema  center  as  part  of  the  general  land  use  categories  shown  in 
Table  2,  p.  35.    It  has  been  proposed  that  a  cinema  center  be  in  a  dome-shaped 
structure  capping  the  convention  center.    The  proposed  cinema  center  dome 
could  provide  a  visual  terminus  to  the  CB-2's  central  axis. 

Peripheral  Blocks 

The  blocks  or  portions  of  blocks  within  YBC  located  around  the  Central  Blocks 
on  the  eastern,  southern,  and  western  sides  comprise  the  "peripheral  blocks" 
of  YBC.    In  the  Main  Program,  the  unde.veloped  portions  of  the  Eastern  Blocks, 
located  on  the  east  side  of  Third  St.,  would  contain  uses  similar  to  those  in 
the  Central  Blocks.    EB-1,  -2  and  -3  would  have  a  combination  of  office  space, 
market-rate  housing,  retail  conmiercial  uses  (shops  and  stores)  and  cultural 
space  (see  Table  2,  p.  35).    Of  these  blocks,  only  EB-2  would  contain  uses 
that  have  not  previously  received  environmental  review. 

EB-2  would  contain  retail  commercial  space  (10,000  sq.  ft.  of  shops  and 
stores),  office  space  (700,000  sq.  ft.),  and  market-rate  housing  (300  units). 
The  200,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space  planned  for  the  block,  possibly  a  major 
museum,  would  be  an  unreviewed  use  (see  Table  3,  p.  40). 


42 


IV.    Project  Description 


The  Eastern  blocks  would  form  a  strong  edge  parallel  to  CB-2's  central  axis. 
Their  mid-rise  height  would  contribute  to  the  central  plaza's  urban  ambiance 
while  creating  a  transition  in  uses  and  scale  between  the  high  rises  in  the 
financial  district  and  older,  lower  buildings  south  of  Market  St. 

The  western  edge  of  YBC  would  be  bounded  primarily  by  existing  buildings  whose 
present  uses  would  be  retained.    None  of  the  western  blocks  contain  unreviewed 
uses.    WB-1 ,  containing  the  Downtown  Community  College  Center,  is  fully 
developed.    WB-2  contains  an  existing  parking  garage  and  the  Verba  Buena  West 
office  building.    WB-3  contains  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly:  the 
Clementina  Towers  (276  units)  and  Woolf  House  (112  units).    An  additional  70 
units  are  under  construction  as  Woolf  House  Phase  II,  and  95  more  units  are 
proposed.    The  block  also  contains  an  office  building,  a  gas  station,  and  a 
health  clinic. 

In  the  southern  blocks  (SB-1,  -2,  -3  and  -4),  a  combination  of  light 
industrial  uses,  office  space,  neighborhood-serving  retail  commercial 
services,  housing  (both  subsidized  and  market-rate),  and  a  private  high  school 
would  be  provided.    SB-2  would  contain  unreviewed  uses. 

SB-2  has  been  the  subject  of  two  amendments  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
(concerning  location  of  housing  ),  which  permit  up  to  470  subsidized  dwelling 
units  in  two  apartment  projects.    One  apartment  project  containing  147 
subsidized  dwelling  units  has  been  completed;  200  additional  subsidized 
dwelling  units  are  planned  to  be  constructed.    Office  space  (664,000  sq.  ft. 
total)  would  be  provided  in  three  buildings;  two  of  these,  containing  584,000 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  now  exist.    The  unreviewed  uses  for  the  block  would 
be  320  market-rate  units,  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail/commercial  space,  possibly 
neighborhood-serving  uses,  such  as  a  grocery,  and  some  public  parking 
(800  spaces).    The  market-rate  and  subsidized  housing  proposed  for  SB-2  and 
SB-3  would  be  directly  across  from  the  convention  center  along  Fol  son  St. 

A  complete  listing  of  unreviwed  uses  (those  uses  which  have  not  been  analyzed 
in  either  the  YBC  FEIR  or  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement)  is  given  in  Table  3, 
below. 
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C.  VARIANTS 

Four  variants  to  the  Main  Program  are  analyzed  in  this  document:    two  for  uses 
on  CB-1 ,  one  for  CB-2  and  one  for  EB-2.    The  amount  of  housing  and  office 
space  on  each  of  these  blocks  constitute  the  major  differences  between  the 
variants  and  the  Main  Program.    One  variant  also  includes  additional  retail 
space  which  would  become  part  of  a  department  store  (about  the  same  size  as 
Liberty  House  in  Union  Square  or  Nieman  Marcus,  now  under  construction). 
Table  4  lists  the  variants,  and  indicates  changes  from  the  Main  Program.  The 
uses  listed  are  complete  totals  for  each  block;  they  include  uses  which  would 
not  change  under  the  variant. 

Each  variant  consists  of  uses  and  square  footges  for  one  YBC  block  only.  This 
Supplement  considers  the  effects  of  each  variant  block  in  comparision  with  the 
Main  Program  uses  for  that  block.    The  effects  of  each  variant  are  discussed 
only  where  differences  in  impacts  from  the  Main  Program  would  occur.    For  ease 
of  anlaysis,  each  variant  is  considered  seperately.    Combinations  of  two  or 
more  of  the  one-block  variants  are  not  discussed  in  this  document.  However, 
the  anlaysis  of  the  variants  is  set  up  so  that  one  may  determine  the  effects 
of  a  combination  of  variants. 
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TABLE  4:    VARIANTS  TO  THE  PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC 
floor  area  unless  otherwise  noted) 


gross  sq.  ft.  of 


Use 


Variant 


Main  Program 
(for  comparison) 


Variant  A:    Reduced-Housing/I ncreased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 


Office  Space  * 900, 000 

Office  Space  90,000 

Hotel  2,200 

Retail /Commercial  *290,000 

Housing  *200 

Institutional  Church  & 

Cultural  10,000 

Accessory  Parking  950 


sq.  ft. 

sq.  ft.  (rehab) 

rooms 

sq.  ft. 

dwelling  units 
Rectory 
sq .  f t . 
spaces 


Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza  71,000  sq.  ft. 
Variant  B:    No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 


Office  Space 
Office  Space 
Hotel 

Retail /Commercial 
Housing 
Institutional 
Cul  tural 

Accessory  Parking 
Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza 


500,000  sq.  ft. 
90,000  sq.  ft.  (rehab) 
2,200  rooms 
200,000  sq.  ft. 
*None 
Church  &  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
71  ,000  sq.  ft. 


Variant  C:    Housing  Variant  for  CB-2 


Housing  *300 

Retail /Commercial  90,000 

Cultural  120,000 
Underground  Ballroom 

and  Exhibit  Room 
Amusement/Recreati  on/ 

Entertainment  135,000 

Accessory  Parking  1,500 

Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza  99,000 

Public  Park  or  Plaza  173,400 


dwelling  units 


sq 
sq 


ft. 
ft. 


100,000  sq.  ft. 


sq.  ft. 
spaces 
sq.  ft. 
sq.  ft. 


500,000  sq.  ft. 
90,000  sq.  ft. 
2,200  rooms 
200,000  sq.  ft. 

500  dwelling  units 
Church  a  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
71  ,000  sq.  ft. 


500,000  sq.  ft. 
90  ,  000  sq.  ft. 

2,200  rooms 
200,000  sq.  ft. 

500  dwelling  units 
Church  &  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
71  ,000  sq.  ft. 


None 

90,000  sq.  ft, 

120,000  sq.  ft. 

100,000  sq.  ft, 

135,000  sq.  ft, 

1  ,500  spaces 

99,000  sq.  ft, 

173,400  sq.  ft, 
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C.  VARIANTS 

Four  variants  to  the  Main  Program  are  analyzed  in  this  document:    two  for  uses 
on  CB-1 ,  one  for  CB-2  and  one  for  EB-2.    The  amount  of  housing  and  office 
space  on  each  of  these  blocks  constitute  the  major  differences  between  the 
variants  and  the  Main  Program.    One  variant  also  includes  additional  retail 
space  which  would  become  part  of  a  department  store  (about  the  same  size  as 
Liberty  House  in  Union  Square  or  Nieman  Marcus,  now  under  construction). 
Table  4  lists  the  variants,  and  indicates  changes  from  the  Main  Program.  The 
uses  listed  are  complete  totals  for  each  block;  they  include  uses  which  would 
not  change  under  the  variant. 

Each  variant  consists  of  uses  and  square  footges  for  one  YBC  block  only.  This 
Supplement  considers  the  effects  of  each  variant  block  in  comparision  with  the 
Main  Program  uses  for  that  block.    The  effects  of  each  variant  are  discussed 
only  where  differences  in  impacts  from  the  Main  Program  would  occur.    For  ease 
of  anlaysis,  each  variant  is  considered  seperately.    Combinations  of  two  or 
more  of  the  one-block  variants  are  not  discussed  in  this  document.  However, 
the  anlaysis  of  the  variants  is  set  up  so  that  one  may  determine  the  effects 
of  a  combination  of  variants. 
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TABLE  4:    VARIANTS  TO  THE  PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC  (gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area  unless  otherwise  noted) 


Use 


Variant 


Main  Program 
(for  comparison) 


Variant  A:    Reduced-Housing/I ncreased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 


Office  Space  *900,000 

Office  Space  90,000 

Hotel  2,200 

Retail /Commercial  *290,000 

Housing  *200 

Institutional  Church  & 

Cultural  10,000 

Accessory  Parking  950 


sq.  ft. 

sq.  ft.  (rehab) 

rooms 

sq.  ft. 

dwelling  units 
Rectory 
sq .  f t . 
spaces 


Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza  71,000  sq.  ft. 
Variant  B:    No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 


Office  Space 
Office  Space 
Hotel 

Retail /Commercial 
Housing 
Institutional 
Cul  tural 

Accessory  Parking 
Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza 


500,000  sq.  ft. 

90,000  sq.  ft.  (rehab) 

2,200  rooms 

200,000  sq.  ft. 
*None 

Church  &  Rectory 

10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 

71  ,000  sq.  ft. 


Variant  C:    Housing  Variant  for  CB-2 


Housing 

Retail /Commercial 
Cul  tural 

Underground  Ballroom 

and  Exhibit  Room 
Amusement/Recreati  on/ 

Entertainment 
Accessory  Parking 
Pedestrian  Cone. /Plaza 
Public  Park  or  Plaza 


*300 
90 ,000 
120,000 


dwelling  units 


sq 

sq, 


ft. 
ft. 


100,000  sq.  ft. 


135,000 
1 ,500 
99,000 
173,400 


sq.  ft. 
spaces 
sq.  ft. 
sq .  f t . 


500,000  sq.  ft. 
90  ,  000  sq.  ft. 
2,200  rooms 
200,000  sq.  ft. 

500  dwelling  units 
Church  S  Rectory 
10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 
71  ,000  sq.  ft. 


500,000  sq.  ft. 

90  ,  000  sq.  ft. 

2,200  rooms 

200,000  sq.  ft. 

500  dwelling  units 
Church  &  Rectory 

10,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 

71 ,000  sq.  ft. 


None 
90,000  sq.  ft. 
120,000  sq.  ft. 

100,000  sq.  ft. 

135,000  sq.  ft. 

1  ,500  spaces 
99,000  sq.  ft. 
173,400  sq.  ft. 
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TABLE  4:    VARIANTS  TO  THE  PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM  FOR  YBC  (gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area  unless  otherwise  noted)  (Continued) 

Main  Program 

Use  Variant  (for  comparison) 


Variant  D:    Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2 

Housing                            *700  dwelling  units  300  dwelling  units 

Retail /Commercial             10,000  sq.  ft.  10,000  sq.  ft. 

Cultural                         200,000  sq.  ft.  200,000  sq.  ft. 

Office                          *300,000  sq.  ft.  700,000  sq.  ft. 

Accessory  Parking                500  spaces  500  spaces 

*  Change  from  Main  Program 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
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V.    Environmental  Setting 


V.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SEHING 


A.    LAND  USE.  ZONING,  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 
1.    LAND  USE 

Overview  of  Land  Uses  within  YBC 

An  overview  of  land  use  in  YBC  is  detailed  on  pp.  64  -  68  of  the  YBC  FEIR; 
this  information  is  updated  and  incorporated  below.    A  map  of  the  existing 
land  uses  appears  in  Figure  9.    The  total  YBC  land  area,  excluding  the  area 
devoted  to  streets,  is  about  2,660,000  sq.  ft. /I/.    Parking  (public  and 
private)  covers  more  land  area  in  YBC  than  any  other  existing  use.    The  YBC 
area  is  in  a  state  of  transition;  there  are  a  number  of  concurrent 
construction,  demolition,  and  rehabilitation  projects  under  way  (the 
Convention  Plaza  Bldg.  on  EB-3,  the  Arcon-Paci f ic  Hotel  on  CB-1 ,  and  Wool  f 
House  Phase  II  on  WB-3). 

Land  Uses  by  Blocks  in  YBC 

The  land  uses  by  blocks  are  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  pp.  68  -  72.  This 
information  is  summarized  and  updated  as  follows. 

There  has  been  little  change  in  land  use  on  CB-1  from  that  described  in  the 
YBC  FEIR.    About  35%  of  CB-1  is  open  and  used  for  temporary  parking  lots. 
There  is  an  exposed  basement  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Mission  and 
Fourth  Sts.    The  GSA  Bldg.  is  vacant.    The  Jessie  St.  Substation  is  currently 
used  for  storage.    The  Mercantile  Bldg.,  a  ten-story  office  building  currently 
being  renovated,  is  located  at  the  corner  of  Third  and  Mission  Sts.  St. 
Patrick's  Church  and  Rectory  are  located  on  Mission  St.    (Several  of  these 
structures  are  architecturally  significant  and  are  discussed  as  part  of  the 
Archeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  Setting,  pp.  97  -  101).    Excavation  work  for 
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FIGURE  9: 

Existing  Land  Use  Within  YBC 

SOURCE: 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  tnc. 

^  Ttie  boundary  was  changed  in  1981  to  include  the  GSA  site 
at  49  Fourth  St.  on  CB-1. 
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the  Arcon-Pacific  hotel  is  presently  under  way  on  an  approximately 

34, 000- sq. -ft.  site  located  northwest  of  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  and  northeast  of 

the  Jessie  St.  Substation. 

CB-2  contains  about  454,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  area.    Its  land  uses  have  changed 
from  those  described  on  p.  68  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    CB-2  was  formerly  an  open 
expanse  containing  pits  formed  by  remaining  basements.    CB-2  currently 
provides  parking  on  the  southeastern  half  of  the  block  for  the  users  of  the 
George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  across  Howard  St.    Stockpiled  construction 
materials,  stored  construction  equipment  and  vacant  open  spaces  are  found 
along  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  block.    Most  of  the  block  is  fenced 
(with  wire  chain  and  wood).    The  "Independent  Grocery",  a  single-story,  wooden 
temporary  retail  structure,  is  located  on  Fourth  St. 

On  CB-3  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center,  completed  in  late  1981, 
occupies  the  entire  block.    The  convention  center  is  built  almost  completely 
underground;  its  Howard  St.  entrance  and  landscaped  roof  rise  25  ft.  above  the 
grade.    Portions  of  the  lobby,  roof  and  ventilation  vents  are  visible  to 
pedestrians  in  the  area. 

There  have  been  no  changes  in  land  use  on  EB-1  since  publication  of  the  YBC 
FEIR.    Of  the  five  buildings  on  EB-1,  a  residential  structure  (the  Blumenthal 
Bldg.)  is  vacant;  the  Jessie  Hotel  and  two  five-story  buildings  are  partially 
vacant.    The  block  has  approximately  34,000  sq.  ft.  of  land,  of  which  93% 
would  probably  be  made  available  for  new  construction  following  demolition  of 
the  existing  buildings.    The  five  existing  buildings  have  a  combined  floor 
area  of  100,000  sq.  ft. 

Land  use  on  EB-2  is  essentitally  unchanged  from  that  described  in  the  YBC 
FEIR.    Most  of  EB-2  has  been  or  probably  would  be  cleared.    Two  buildings 
would  be  retained:    the  4,400-sq.-ft.  former  Station  35  firehouse  and  a 
21  ,000-sq.-ft.  renovated  retail  store  on  7,300  sq.  ft.  of  land  area.    At  the 
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corner  of  Mission  and  Third  Sts.,  a  nine-story  former  office  building  and  a 
two-story  building  are  only  partially  used.    Most  of  the  block  is  occupied  by 
three  public  parking  lots  that  front  on  Third  St.    A  one-story  automobile 
repair  shop  structure  is  northwest  of  the  fi rehouse. 

The  Convention  Center  Plaza  building,  currently  under  construction,  is  the 
only  land  use  on  EB-3  not  covered  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    Two  office  buildings  on 
EB-3  were  developed  along  Hawthorne  St.  under  agreements  with  the 
Redevelopment  Agency:    the  First  Interstate  Bank  office  building  with 
104,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space  and  the  Arcon  General  Electric  Bldg.  with 
93,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space  and  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  underground  private 
parking.    There  are  also  four  low-  and  mid-rise  (two  to  five  stories) 
buil  dings. 

Land  uses  on  SB-1  are  the  same  as  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    They  include 
four  two-story  buildings  of  which  three  are  office  buildings  and  one  is  the 
Senior  Activities  Center.    There  are  also  two  public  parking  lots  and  a  third 
which  provides  parking  for  the  Senior  Activities  Center. 

There  are  a  total  of  about  13  buildings  on  SB-2.    Only  one,  TODCO  /  Los 
Cabal leros  Dimasalang  House,  was  constructed  since  publication  of  the  YBC 
FEIR.    All  of  them  are  two-story  structures  except  for  the  AT&T  Long  Lines 
Bldg.  which  is  six  stories  high,  the  subsidized  housing  structure,  (eight 
stories  high),  and  the  Pacific  Telephone  Bldg.  (seven  stories). 

Land  uses  on  SB-3  and  SB-4  have  not  changed  from  those  discussed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR.    These  uses  include  several  low-rise  buildings  used  for  offices, 
automotive  repair,  light  industry,  and  retail  stores.    About  70%  of  SB-3  is 
occupied  by  a  public  parking  lot. 

As  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  WB-1  is  occupied  by  the  Downtown  Community 
College  Center  and  the  one-story  Fox  Hardware  Store  which  is  located 
immediately  north  of  the  College. 
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Uses  on  WB-2  include  a  portion  of  a  public  parking  structure  between  Mission 
and  Minna  Sts.  (the  owner  of  the  parking  garage  has  an  owner-participation 
agreement  with  the  Redevelopment  Agency)  and  the  recently  constructed 
six-story  Verba  Buena  West  Office  81  dg. 

WB-3  includes  three  high-rise  subsidized  housing  buildings  (totaling  388 
units)  with  an  addition  to  Woolf  House  (containing  70  units)  presently  under 
construction.    Other  uses  include  a  two-story  office  building  on  Howard  St.,  a 
two-story  City  clinic  operated  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Health,  and  a  service  station.    Only  Woolf  House  was  constructed  since  the 
completion  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    A  vacant  lot,  formerly  used  for  vegetable  gardens 
by  elderly  residents  of  Woolf  House  and  Clementina  Towers,  will  be  developed 
as  subsidized  elderly  housing,  Woolf  House  Phase  II  (70  units). 

The  remainder  of  YBC  is  in  use  as  public  streets.    Of  this,  about  875,000 
sq.  ft.  are  occupied  by  the  grid  of  82.5-f oot-wi de  streets  (width  includes 
sidewalks),  such  as  the  north-south  Second,  Third,  and  Fourth  Sts.    Other  side 
streets  vary  in  width  from  30  to  50  ft.    The  total  combined  paved  surface  area 
of  YBC  principal  and  side  streets  is  about  1,160,000  sq.  ft. 

Land  Use  In  The  Vicinity  of  YBC/2/ 

For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  a  South  of  Market  study  area  was  defined 
which  contains  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  most  likely  to  be  affected  by 
potential  development  pressures  associated  with  YBC./2/    This  area  is  bounded 
by:    Market  St.  on  the  north;  the  James  Lick  Freeway  on  the  south  (elevated 
freeways  tend  to  be  natural  socioeconomic  and  land  use  barriers  in  cities); 
Russ  St.  and  the  imaginary  extension  of  Russ  St.  through  the  center  of  the 
blocks  between  Sixth  and  Seventh  Sts.  on  the  west;  First  St.  and  the  outbound 
bus  ramp  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  on  the  east.    Since  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  itself  was  not  included  in  the  analysis,  the  study  area  has  two 
distinct  parts:    the  subarea  east  of  YBC,  and  the  subarea  west  of  YBC. 
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The  eastern  subarea  consists  primarily  of  office  uses;  most  of  the  office 
buildings  are  mid-rise  (four  to  six  stories  tall)./3/    The  eastern  subarea  is 
part  of  a  larger  district,  extending  from  YBC  to  the  Embarcadero,  which  has 
experienced  rapid  growth  of  office  uses,  and  which  is  becoming  an  extension  of 
the  Downtown  Office  Core.    Eighteen  office  projects  are  currently  (as  of 
February  23,  1982)  approved  or  proposed  in  this  growth  district. /4/  This 
growth  district  is  zoned  primarily  for  office  and  downtown  support  uses  (C-3-0 
and  C-3-S  City  Planning  Code  Use  designations).    A  three-block  light 
industrial  land  use  district  (M-1  in  the  City  Planning  Code)  exists  within 
this  eastern  growth  area  just  east  of  YBC's  SB-3  and  SB-4  (see  Figure  11). 
Office  uses  predominate  in  this  light  industrial  land  use  district,  as 
well,/3/  and  one  of  the  18  proposed  office  projects,  the  Marathon  project  at 
the  corner  of  Second  and  Folsom  Sts.,  is  proposed  for  this  three  block  area./4/ 

The  western  subarea  is  a  mixed-use  area  including  light  industrial,  downtown 
support  services,  parking,  retail  and  residential  uses.    Structures  are 
generally  two  to  ten  stories  and  are  brick,  concrete,  or  wood  frame 
construction.    Retail  uses,  primarily  in  street-level  floors,  include  pawn 
shops,  liquor/grocery  stores,  bars,  surplus  stores,  restaurant  equipment, 
small  eating  establishments  and  used-merchandise  stores. /5/ 

Residential  hotels  make  up  a  substantial  portion  (perhaps  as  much  as  half)  of 
the  housing  stock  in  the  western  subarea.    No  residential  hotels  exist  on 
Fifth  St.  (within  one  block  of  YBC),  although  25  are  clustered  around 
Sixth  St.    The  residential  hotels  vary  in  size  from  two  to  eight  stories  and 
most  often  have  retail  commercial  uses  on  the  ground  floor.    Other  types  of 
residential  structures  include  two-  and  three-story  wood  frame  apartments  and 
a  few  larger  apartment  buildings.    The  larger  apartment  buildings  (10  to 
12- story  towers)  are  in  three  apartment  complexes,  the  Alexis  Apartments,  the 
Clementina  Towers  and  the  Silvercrest  Residence,  at  390  Clementina  St.,  320 
Clementina  St.  and  133  Shipley  St.,  respectively.    These  three  complexes  are 
housing  for  the  elderly  and  physically  handicapped  persons,  and  are  directly 
adjacent  to  or  within  one  block  of  similar  complexes  inside  YBC  (Woolf  House 
Apartments,  and  TODCO  /  Los  Cabal leros  Dimasalang  Apartments).    The  small 
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wood-frame  residences  are  generally  along  alleys  and  side  streets  that  cut 
through  blocks  between  the  major  streets.    These  residences  are  often 
interspersed  with  other  land  uses  (light  industrial  and  downtown  support), 
although  some  side  streets,  notably  Natoma,  Shipley  and  Harriet  Sts.,  contain 
pockets  of  strictly  residential  uses./5/    Filipinos  are  the  most  numerous 
ethnic  group  in  the  western  subarea  (see  Social  Characteristics  in  the 
Vicinity  of  YBC,  p.  67),  and  it  appears  that  much  of  the  smaller  wood-frame 
housing  in  the  southern  parts  of  the  subarea  is  inhabited  by  this  group. /5/ 

Small  retail -commercial  uses  in  the  western  subarea  include  barber  shops, 
groceries  and  small  markets,  liquor  stores,  restaurants  and  cafes,  smoke 
shops,  used-merchandise  stores,  thrift  stores  (Good  Will  and  Salvation  Army), 
and  pawn  shops.    Small  restaurants  and  cafes  occur  primarily  along  Fifth  St. 
Barber  shops,  liquor  stores  and  used  merchandise  stores  tend  to  be  clustered 
around  Sixth  St.  and  the  near  vicinity.    Roughly  10  pawn  shops  comprise  a 
small  pawn  shop  district  on  Sixth  St.  between  Market  and  Mission  Sts.  There 
are  eight  small  grocery  stores  and  two  coin-operated  laundries  in  the  western 
subarea. /5/    Two  neighborhood-serving  retail  commerical  uses  (Liquor  and 
Grocery  at  40  Fifth  St.  and  Giannini's  Food  Fair  at  75-79  Fifth  St.,  both 
north  of  Mission  St.)  are  within  one  block  of  YBC./5/ 

The  Existing  and  Projected  Demand  for  Development  Space  in  the  South  of  Market 
Area. 

Quantification  of  property  real  estate  trends  and  precise  prediction  of  these 
future  market  trends  is  not  possible.    A  general  overview  of  existing  trends 
in  the  western  subarea  is  presented  below. 

The  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  has  risen  in  the  last  decade.  While 
San  Francisco's  population  declined  in  the  last  ten  years,  the  number  of 
households  increased.    As  stated  in  "Report  of  the  Citizen's  Housing  Task 
Force"  (July  29,  1981),  much  of  the  increase  is  due  to  the  immigration  of  new 
workers  seeking  jobs  in  the  growing  office  and  service  sectors.    "A  greater 
proportion  of  new  office  workers  employed  in  San  Francisco  who  also  choose  to 
reside  here  are  managers  and  professionals  and  have  substantially  higher 
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incomes  than  the  average  office  employee  of  the  past.    Thus  the  intense  demand 
pressure  in  the  San  Francisco  housing  market  today  stems  not  simply  from  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  new  households  competing  for  shelter,  but  from  the 
fact  that  a  growing  proportion  of  these  new  households  have  incomes  which  are 
substantially  above  that  of  the  residential  population  in  place. "/6/  With 
8.7  million  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  approved  or  under  construction  in  San 
Francisco  as  of  November,  1981,  and  proposals  for  an  additional  9.3  million 
sq.  ft.  (excluding  YBC)  in  the  review  process,  (representing  a  total  increase 
of  almost  30%  over  present  downtown  office  floor  area)  (see  Appendix  A,  Table 
A-1,  p.  237)/6/,  the  demand  for  housing  by  downtown  office  workers  will 
continue  to  grow  in  the  next  decade.    This  rising  demand,  combined  with  other 
market  forces,  such  as  high  interest  rates  and  rising  construction  costs, 
serves  to  escalate  housing  prices,  raise  rents,  and  lower  vacancy  rates. 

An  area  of  low-intensity  use  in  close  proximity  to  a  dynamic  downtown  has  the 
potential  to  house  many  downtown  office  workers.    A  study  of  "South  of  Market" 
by  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (SPUR,  June,  1981) 
proposed  a  rezoning  of  all  of  South  of  Market  that  could  accommodate  more  than 
15,000  housing  units,  "enough  units  to  satisfy  at  least  three-quarters  of  the 
demand  generated  by  new  office  development  in  the  next  ten  years."  Many 
structurally  sound  wood-frame  houses,  including  some  Victorians  (currently 
occupied  primarily  by  low-income  residents)  on  side  streets  in  the  western 
subarea,  have  rehabilitation  potential. 

As  available  parcels  for  office  development  in  the  downtown  core  dwindle,  the 
area  west  of  YBC  may  also  become  attractive  to  office  developers.    Some  older 
manufacturing  and  warehousing  buildings  in  the  area  have  been  recently 
refurbished  for  office  use.    While  the  City  Planning  Code  designates  some 
parcels  for  residential  use,  the  area  is  primarily  C-3-S  (Downtown  Support) 
and  M-1  (Light  Industrial),  with  some  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail)  and  C-3-G 
(Downtown  General  Commercial).    Office  development  could  occur  in  these 
C-Districts,  although  at  a  lesser  intensity  than  allowed  in  the  downtown 
core.    Section  210.3  of  the  City  Planning  Code  states  that  the  C-3-S  District 
"has  for  the  most  part  been  underdeveloped  in  the  past,  and  opportunities 
exist  for  major  developments  of  new  uses  covering  substantial  areas." 
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Excluding  the  YBC  project,  about  4.5  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  have  been 
approved  and  another  5.6  million  sq.  ft.  (not  including  the  153-acre  Southern 
Pacific  Mission  Bay  project)  has  been  proposed  south  of  Market  St./4/  It 
should  be  noted  that  all  of  this  office  space,  with  the  exception  of  two 
projects  (one  on  Tenth  St.  and  one  on  South  Van  Ness),  is  planned  for  the 
office  growth  area  immediately  east  of  YBC  and  for  areas  south  of  the 
James  Lick  Freeway.    No  offices  are  proposed  for  the  area  immediately  west  of 
YBC./4/ 

The  western  subarea  has  received  little  new  housing  development,  in  spite  of 
the  housing  pressures  described  above  (see  Sales  Trends,  following).  While 
some  rehabilitation  is  evident,  other  buildings  are  vacant;  many  occupied 
structures  appear  run-down  and  possibly  in  violation  of  building  codes.  The 
area  lacks  improved  green  open  spaces,  recreational  facilities,  a  large 
grocery  store,  and  other  neighborhood- serving  retail  uses  often  found  in  close 
proximity  to  residential  neighborhoods.    The  mixing  of  manufacturing  and 
machine  shops  with  residential  may  also  tend  to  discourage  potential  housing 
developers  from  considering  the  area  a  viable  location  for  new  housing 
construction. 

The  area  along  Sixth  St.  between  Folsom  and  Market  Sts.  is  commonly  known  as 
"Skid  Row."    According  to  the  SPUR  South  of  Market  Study/7/,  p.  19,  this  area 
has  become  the  habitat  of  transients,  unemployed  persons  and  those  suffering 
from  alcoholism.    This  largely  male  and  elderly  community  lives  in  the 
residential  hotels  that  surround  Sixth  St.    While  the  actual  number  of  these 
disadvantaged  and  unemployed  persons  is  probably  small,  their  presence 
contributes  a  sense  of  insecurity  to  the  surrounding  environment./?/  This 
image  may  be  responsible  for  discouraging  development  in  the  vicinity  of  Sixth 
St. 
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Sales  Trends 

To  determine  if  there  has  been  recent  residential  and  residential -serving  real 
estate  speculation  in  commercial  properties  in  the  subarea  west  of  YBC,  the 
property  transactions  records  of  the  Assessor's  Office  were  researched  for  the 
years  1967-1981  .    Of  160  total  parcels  in  the  study  area  containing 
residential  and  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses,  32  were  selected  at  random. 
It  was  hypothesized  that  more  property  transactions  in  recent  years  would 
demonstrate  greater  investor  interest  in  the  area.    The  results  of  the  survey, 
shown  in  Table  5  below,  illustrate  that  property  transactions  varied  greatly 
year  to  year.    Overall,  transactions  in  the  last  five  years  were  slightly  more 
frequent  than  the  1972-76  period,  and  slightly  less  frequent  than  during  the 
1967-1971  period.    The  data  do  not  indicate  a  sharp  increase  in  property 
transactions  in  recent  years.    Based  on  these  data,  the  western  subarea' s 
residential  and  neighborhood-serving  retail  properties  have  not  as  yet  been 
subject  to  speculation. 

2.    LAND  USE  DESIGNATIONS  AND  ZONING 

Overview  of  Land  Use  Designations  for  the  YBC  Area 

Development  within  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  is  regulated  by  the 
Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Approved  Redevelopment 
Project,  which  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference.    Development  in  YBC  must 
conform  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  but  is  not  required  to  conform  with  City 
zoning  regulations.    YBC  contains  the  following  Redevelopment  Plan  Land  Use 
Districts:    A,  Downtown  Office  (EB-1  and  part  of  EB-2);  B,  Downtown  Retail 
(CB-l  and  WB-1);  C,  Downtown  Support  (CB-2,  CB-3,  part  of  EB-2,  all  of  EB-3, 
part  of  WB-3,  and  WB-2);  D,  Housing  (part  of  SB-1 ,  part  of  SB-2,  and  part  of 
WB-3).    The  Central  Blocks  are  also  in  a  "special  use"  category  in  the 
Redevelopment  Plan.    This  permits  an  exhibit  hall,  sports  arena,  hotel  and 
radio  and  television  studios.    These  categories  are  described  in  detail  in  the 
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TABLE  5:  REAL  ESTATE  TRANSACTIONS* 


Number  of 

Turnover 

Year 

Transactions 

Percentage 

1967 

b 

to 

68 

7 

22 

69 

3 

9 

70 

c 
O 

TO 

/ 1 

1 

lyo/- / 1 

lA 
l*r 

1972 

4 

13 

/O 

o 

y 

74 

2 

6 

75 

4 

13 

76 

3 

9 

1972-76 

16 

"TU 

1977 

5 

16 

78 

1 

3 

79 

5 

16 

80 

3 

9 

81 

5 

16 

1977-81 

19 

12 

*  Based  on  a  random  sample  of  32  parcels  from  a  list  of  160  parcels  of 
residential  and  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses  located  between  YBC, 
Market  St.,  Russ  St.  {between  6th  and  7th  Sts.)  and  James  Lick  Skyway. 

**  Percent  of  32  parcels  sold  per  year. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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Redevelopment  Plan.    The  Redevelopment  Plan  land  use  designations  are  shown  in 
Figure  10.    Height  districts  are  the  same  as  those  in  the  City  Planning  Code 
(see  Figure  11,  p.  60),  although  City  Planning  Code  Bulk  Districts  do  not 
apply  to  the  Redevelopment  Area. 

For  comparison,  YBC  contains  the  following  City  Planning  Code  Use  Districts: 
C-3-R,  Downtown  Retail  District  (most  of  CB-1 ,  WB-1);  C-3-0,  Downtown  Office 
District  (EB-1 ,  most  of  EB-2);  C-3-S,  Downtown  Support  District  {CB-2,  CB-3, 
EB-3,  most  of  WB-2  and  WB-3,  small  part  of  EB-2,);  M-1 ,  Light  Industrial 
District  (SB-l,  SB-2,  SB-3);  and  P,  Public  Use  District  (part  of  WB-2  between 
Mission  and  Minna  Sts.,  and  the  GSA  Bldg.  site  on  CB-1).    City  zoning  for  the 
YBC  area  is  shown  in  Figure  12,  p.  61.    YBC  height  and  bulk  districts  are 
shown  in  Figure  11,  p.  60.    Use  Districts  are  discussed  further  in  the  YBC 
FEIR,  pp.  72  -  73. 

The  GSA  Bldg.  site  at  49  Fourth  St.  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area  since  the  completion  of  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  (by 
anmenctnent  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  in  November,  1981).    Although  zoned 
P-Public  under  the  City  Planning  Code,  uses  proposed  for  the  site  would  be 
required  to  conform  only  to  the  land  use  designations  in  the  Redevelopment 
Plan.    Therefore,  re-zoning  of  the  site  would  not  be  required  until 
Redevelopment  Plan  land  use  restrictions  expire  in  the  year  2006,  but  could  be 
accomplished  at  any  time  before  that  year.    When  the  Redevelopment  Plan  land 
use  restrictions  expire,  the  GSA  site  would  have  to  be  rezoned  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  from  P-Public  to  C-3-R  Downtown  Retail. 
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3.    VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  visual  aspects  of  YBC  are  described  on  pp.  73  -  83  of  the  YBC  FEIR;  this 
information  is  updated  and  summarized  below.    The  topography  in  the  YBC  area 
is  nearly  flat  and  gently  slopes  toward  the  south- southwest.    A  slight  rise 
occurs  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  area;  the  steepest  slope  is  in  the 
southeastern  portion  east  of  Third  St.    The  current  visual  character  of  YBC  is 
dominated  by  the  open  space  and  the  parking  lots  in  the  central  blocks  and  the 
cleared  lots  in  the  adjacent  peripheral  blocks. 

The  two  northern  central  blocks  (CB-1  and  CB-2)  have  several  vacant  and 
parking  lots,  allowing  a  viewer  to  see  through  these  blocks  to  the  south  to 
adjacent  surrounding  blocks.    Because  CB-2  has  only  a  small  one-story  wooden 
structure,  the  pedestrians  along  adjacent  blocks  (CB-1,  WB-1 ,  WB-2,  EB-1 , 
EB-2)  can  clearly  view  the  entrance  to  the  recently  completed 
George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  and  its  landscaped  roof,  which  is  raised 
about  25  ft.  above  street  level.    The  openness  of  the  central  blocks  allows 
views  of  downtown  high-rise  buildings  in  the  Retail  and  Financial  Districts 
and  of  hotels  on  Nob  Hill.    The  foreground  of  the  view  toward  the  north  from 
the  central  blocks  is  dominated  by  the  red  brick  facades  of 
St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  Street  Substation.    The  brick  facade  of 
the  Mercantile  Bldg.  also  stands  isolated  from  other  buildings  in  the  area. 
The  larger  buildings  near  and  along  Market  St.  form  a  backdrop  for  these 
structures.    Modern  high-rise  buildings,  such  as  the  Bank  of  America 
headquarters  and  the  Transamerica  Bldg.  rise  behind  older  structures;  their 
angular  lines  contrast  with  the  more  intricate  lines  of  the  older  buildings. 
The  view  to  the  northeast  is  dominated  by  the  high-rise  office  buildings  of 
the  Financial  District.    The  view  to  the  east  and  southeast  is  similarly 
dominated  by  the  office  buildings  of  the  Pacific  Telephone  Company. 

The  view  towards  SB-2  from  the  central  blocks  is  dominated  by  the  block's 
three  highest  buildings:    the  six-story,  ochre-colored  AT  &  T  Long  Lines  Bldg. 
at  the  corner  of  Fourth  and  Folsom  Sts.,  the  eight-story  subsidized  housing 
building  in  the  central  portion  of  the  block,  and  the  seven-story  Pacific 
Telephone  Bldg.  at  the  corner  of  Harrison  and  Third  Sts.    Approximately  35^  of 
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the  block's  ground  area  is  used  for  parking  lots  {public  and  private)  or  is 
vacant.    Smaller  two-story  buildings  located  on  the  Harrison  St.  house  light 
industrial  and  office  uses.    The  view  further  south  is  partially  blocked  by 
the  James  Lick  Freeway  and  the  Bay  Bridge  approaches.    The  view  to  the  west 
(WB-1,  -2,  and  -3)  from  the  central  blocks  is  dominated  by  the  towers  of  the 
Silvercrest  Residence,  Clementina  Towers,  the  construction  of  Woolf  House  - 
Phase  II,  Yerba  Buena  West  (recently  completed  office  building),  the  Community 
College  Downtown  Center  and  the  mul ti -storied  parking  structure  on  WB-2.  Of 
all  the  blocks,  development  on  the  western  blocks  is  most  nearly  complete. 

The  view  of  SB-1,  -2,  -3  and  -4,  and  EB-2  consists  of  parking  lots  and 
low-rise  two-  to  three-story  concrete  office  and  light  industrial  buildings. 
Few  have  incorporated  landscaping. 

EB-3  contains  a  variety  of  building  styles,  masses,  and  heights.  Several 
high-rise  office  buildings  have  been  completed  in  the  past  five  years.  This 
is  in  contrast  to  the  three  structures  which  are  older,  mid-rise  (four  to  six 
stories)  light-industrial  or  office  uses.    One  four-story  structure  is  being 
restored.    The  white  marble  facade  of  the  two- story  Marine  Firemen's  Union 
Bldg.  provides  pedestrian  interest. 

The  view  of  EB-1  is  dominated  by  several  vacant  structures.  The 
pedestrian-level  view  is  of  vacant  retail  stores  and  restaurants.    Only  one 
retail  store  is  operating. 

The  view  to  the  south  at  the  planned  entrance  to  YBC  from  Market  St.  is 
restricted  by  a  temporary  wooden  wall  constructed  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency.    The  Market  St.  sidewalk  has  been  paved  with  red  bricks  and  landscaped 
with  trees.    The  sidewalk  is  busy  with  shoppers  and  office  workers  in  the 
daytime,  and  the  street  is  crowded  with  transit  and  vehicular  traffic.  In 
contrast,  the  area  is  almost  deserted  at  night.    The  view  in  either  direction 
up  Market  St.  is  dominated  by  large  buildings:    to  the  east,  the  high-rise 
offices  of  the  Financial  District  and,  to  the  west,  the  older  buildings  of  the 
Retail  District. 
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From  the  intersection  of  Grant  Ave.  and  O'Farrell  St.  at  Market  St.,  there  is 
a  view  of  the  older  retail  buildings  along  Grant  Ave.  framed  by  the  two  bank 
buildings  of  a  neo-classical  architectural  style  on  either  side  of  the 
street.    Behind  the  wooden  YBC  fence,  the  view  to  the  south  is  of  a  foreground 
v^ich  is  filled  with  parked  automobiles  in  the  daytime  and  which  is  an  empty 
paved  lot  at  night.    The  Jessie  Street  Substation  is  plain  when  viewed  from 
this  point,  for  its  decorative  facade  cannot  be  seen.    Similarly,  the 
reinforced-concrete  rear  of  St.  Patrick's  Church  appears  to  be  unfinished. 


The  openness  of  the  central  blocks  is  less  impressive  when  seen  from  outside 
points  like  the  Bay  Bridge  approach,  for  the  whole  area  has  a  foreshortened 
appearance.    From  high-rise  buildings  north  of  Market  St.,  especially  those 
closest  to  the  site,  the  dominant  element  is  the  openness  of  the  central 
blocks. 


FOOTNOTES 

/!/  Based  on  YBC  FEIR,  p.  64,  which  states  that  YBC's  total  land  area 
{excluding  streets)  is  about  2,600,000  sq.  ft.,  plus  the  land  area  of  the  GSA 
site,  which  is  about  56,000  sq.  ft. 

Ill  The  areas  east  and  west  of  YBC  could  potentially  experience  indirect 
development  pressures  resulting  from  development  of  the  YBC  Main  Program.  The 
area  north  of  YBC  across  Market  St.  may  be  affected  by  development  of  the 
proposed  Main  Program,  but  this  effect  is  likely  to  be  much  less  than  on  the 
less  densely  developed  South  of  Market  area.    In  addition,  the  James  Lick 
Skyway  is  identified  in  SPUR's  South  of  Market  Study/7/,  p.  14,  as  running 
"through  the  center  of  South  of  Market  creating  a  physical  and  psychological 
boundary."    Because  of  this  physical  boundary,  development  in  YBC  is  likely  to 
have  fewer  effects  on  land  uses  south  of  the  skyway  than  on  areas  immediately 
adjacent  to  YBC  on  its  east  and  west.    The  areas  east  and  west  of  YBC, 
therefore,  receive  the  most  detailed  attention  in  this  section.  Possible 
effects  of  YBC  on  residential  growth  south  of  the  freeway  are  discussed 
generally  in  the  Impacts  section. 

/3/  Based  on  an  informal  land  use  survey  conducted  on  March  1,  1982. 

74/  Based  on  a  project  list  supplied  by  G.  Puddefoot,  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  February  23,  1982. 

/5/  Based  on  an  informal  land  use  survey  conducted  by  Environmental  Science 
Associates,  Inc.  on  February  22  and  23,  1982. 

/6/  Report  of  the  Citizen's  Housing  Task  Force,  July  29,  1981,  p.  40. 
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HI  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  (SPUR),  June,  1981,  South  of 
Market:  A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier. 


B.    HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION 

The  1978  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  84-91,  discusses  the  completed  housing  and  business 
displacement  and  relocation  as  it  was  in  1977.    People  displaced  by  YBC  were 
relocated  under  provisions  of  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1970.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  paid  relocation  allowances  for  moving  expenses  and 
replacement  housing  costs  for  2,070  individuals  and  227  households,  in 
accordance  with  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  regulations. 
Former  YBC  residents  were  given  preference  in  the  allocation  of  available 
public  housing  units.    However,  records  relative  to  the  number  of  persons 
accepting  or  remaining  in  public  housing  placements  are  not  easily 
obtainable. /I/ 

As  of  April  1982,  only  one  residential  hotel  was  yet  to  be  vacated.  Three 
tenants  and  a  manager  reside  at  the  Jessie  Hotel  on  Jessie  St.  near  Third  St. 
The  Planter's  Hotel,  formerly  a  residential  hotel,  is  undergoing  conversion  to 
offices. /I/ 

As  of  April  1982,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  owned  buildings  or  properties 
containing  58  business  tenants;  there  were  two  vacant  buildings.    Table  6 
shows  the  remaining  businesses,  by  type,-  in  Redevelopment  Agency  properties, 
these  businesses  would  eventually  be  relocated.    Of  these  58  existing 
businesses,  39  are  re-rentals,  having  rented  the  property  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency.    The  39  re-rentals  are  not  eligible  for  relocation 
assistance . 

FOOTNOTE 

/I/  John  Friedman,  Assistant  Director,  Community  Services,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone  communication  and  statistical  information, 
December  23,  1981,  telephone  communication,  April  15,  1982. 
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TABLE  6:  REMAINING  YBC  BUSINESSES  IN  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY  BUILDINGS  TO  BE 
RELOCATED,  DECEMBER  1981 


Light  Retail/  Business 

Type  Parking      Industry        Food/Bar      Services      Other  Total* 

Number  of 

Businesses  17  7  10  7  16  58 

*Thirty-nine  of  the  58  businesses  are  re-rentals,  having  rented  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  and  are  not  eligible  for  relocation  assistance. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 


C.    SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  social  characteristics  of  the  population  living  in  YBC  prior  to 
Redevelopment  Agency  acquisition,  relocation  of  residents  and  businesses,  and 
demolition  of  structures  were  studied  in  a  1963  survey  and  are  described  in 
detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (p.  84).    The  pre-demol i tion  survey  found  that  the 
majority  of  the  households  were  single  occupant  (93%),  Caucasian  (87%),  male 
(93%),  and  over  the  age  of  45  (68%).    Residents  of  single  occupant  households 
were  generally  unemployed  or  employed  with  low  incomes  and  living  in 
residential  hotels.    The  few  families  living  in  YBC  at  the  time  generally  had 
employed  heads  of  households  and  lived  in  apartments. 

In  1977,  after  most  of  the  demolition  had  been  completed,  approximately 
800  people  remained  in  the  YBC  area. /I/    Approximately  95%  of  all  area 
residents  lived  in  three  large  housing  projects  for  the  elderly.    Thus,  some 
95%  of  all  area  residents  were  over  62  years  old.    48%  of  the  YBC  area 
residents  were  Caucasian,  20%  were  Asian,  and  18%  were  Black.  Because 
admission  to  these  housing  projects  required  income  limitations,  it  is  likely 
that  the  vast  majority  of  the  remaining  residents  had  low  incomes. 
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In  1979,  after  certification  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  Woolf  House,  a  new  n2-unit 
subsidized  housing  development  for  the  elderly  was  constructed.    An  additional 
70  units  are  presently  under  construction  for  the  Fourth  and  Howard  St.  site. 
To  date,  259  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (TODCO)  units  for  the 
elderly  have  been  constructed  at  YBC  and  about  365  more  are  planned. 

Most  of  the  housing  in  the  South  of  Market  area  is  concentrated  west  of  YBC, 
beginning  near  Sixth  St.  and  extending  to  Ninth  St.,  and  from  Mission  to 
Harrison  Sts.    Residential  buildings  are  interspersed  with  commercial  and 
industrial  uses,  and  consist  primarily  of  two-  to  five-story  buildings  on 
small  lots./2/ 

Appendix  A,  Table  A-2,  p.  239  of  this  Supplement  lists  and  describes  all 
available  social  services  for  the  South  of  Market  area  as  of  spring,  1981. 
The  whole  South  of  Market  area  is  deficient  in  commercial  services, 
restaurants,  and  grocery  stores.    Community  groups  have  cited  needs  for: 
parks  and  open  space,  improved  medical  service,  additional  counselling 
services,  community  outreach  programs,  and  child  care  facilities  (YBC  FEIR, 
p.  96).    Since  the  certification  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  a  subsidized  cooperative 
food  market  has  been  opened  in  Wool fe  House  at  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts.  For 
further  discussion  of  commercial  services,  refer  to  Section  V.C.,  pp.  84  -  96 
of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Social  Characteristics  In  The  Vicinity  of  YBC 
Community  Characteristics  and  Demography 

"South  of  Market"  is  an  area  providing  housing  for  over  10,000  people.    It  is 
still  one  of  the  lowest  cost  rental  areas  in  the  City,  but  since  demand  is 
greater  than  supply,  competition  for  this  dwindling  lower-cost  housing 
resource  assures  that  even  this  lower-cost  housing  will  eventually  be  too 
expensive  for  many  of  its  current  resi dents. /4/    It  is  generally  a  low-income 
area  with  a  complex  set  of  social  problems  and  diverse  social  groups. 
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Like  the  Tenderloin  district  to  the  north,  it  provides  affordable  housing  and 
services  for  people  v/ith  nowhere  else  to  go.    The  "Skid  Row"  section  centered 
along  Sixth  St.  between  Market  and  Folsom  Sts.  is  populated  by  transients, 
unemployed  persons  and  those  suffering  from  alchoholism.    The  housing  stock 
west  of  YBC  is  among  the  only  low-income  unsubsidized  housing  left  in  the  City 
(the  other  principal  areas  of  low-income  unsubsidized  housing  are  the 
Tenderloin  and  the  South  Park  area). 

Although  current  census  data  are  incomplete  or  unavailable  for  many 
socioeconomic  characteristics,  some  aggregate  tract-level  demographic  data  are 
available  for  the  three  1980  census  tracts  which  encompass  Verba  Buena  Center 
and  areas  immediately  east,  west  and  south  of  it.    The  three  tracts  are 
numbered  176.01,  176.02  and  178  (see  Figure  A-1,  Appendix  A,  p.  236); 
combined,  they  cover  an  area  bounded  by  Market  St.,  The  Embarcadero,  Howard, 
Third,  Harrison  and  Eleventh  Sts.    Aggregate  data  for  these  three  census 
tracts  do  not  provide  specific  information  on  individual  blocks  within  the 
area;  such  detailed  data  are  not  likely  to  be  available  until  late  1982. 

Since  special  studies  have  not  been  completed  for  the  study  area  and  1980 
Census  data  for  the  most  part  are  not  yet  available,  little  can  be  stated 
quantitatively  about  the  current  social  composition  of  the  area.  Available 
1980  Census  data  are  for  tract  level  units  and  the  only  available  data  are 
population  counts  and  racial  compositions.    These  data  indicate  that  total 
resident  population  in  Census  Tracts  176.01,  176.02  and  178  has  declined  from 
about  8,400  (1970)  to  about  8,300  (1980)  in  the  three  tracts  combined.  The 
white  population  declined  from  about  5,200  in  1970  to  about  3,900  in  1980. 
Black  residents  decreased  from  about  1,000  to  900  in  the  same  period.  The 
largest  increase  was  for  Asians,  including  Filipinos.    Asians  increased  in 
number  from  about  1,900  (1970)  individuals  to  about  3,000  in  1980  (see 
Table  7).    The  1980  U.S.  Census  data  show  Filipinos  to  be  the  most  numerous 
non-white  group.    1980  U.S.  Census  data  concerning  age,  sex,  marital  status, 
income  and  mobility  are  not  available.    1970  Census  data  for  these  categories 
are  not  applicable  to  the  current  population,  but  are  indicative  of  the  area's 
recent  history. 


68 


V.    Environmental  Setting 


1970  U.S.  Census  data  indicated  that  the  study  area  population  consisted 
predominantly  of  unmarried  males  with  a  high  proportion  of  aged  residents. 
The  population  was  moderately  stable  in  1970  with  about  30%  of  the  residents 
residing  in  the  same  dwelling  in  1970  that  they  had  in  1965.    The  study  area 
generally  contained  low-income  populations.    About  one  third  of  the  population 
was  below  poverty  level  in  1970. 

The  elderly  are  probably  the  largest  South  of  Market  community.    In  1970, 
before  1,400  new  units  were  built  within  YBC  and  just  west  of  its  western 
edge,  there  were  over  1,700  people  over  the  age  of  65  in  all  of  South  of 
Market. /4/   The  new  apartment  complexes  at  the  western  edge  of  YBC  (Woolf 
House  Apartments  on  WB-3,  TODCO  /  Los  Cabal leros  Dimasalang  Apartments  on 
SB-2,  Clementina  Towers  at  320  Clementina  St.,  Silvercrest  Residence  at 
133  Shipley  St.  and  Alexis  Apartments  at  390  Clementina  St.)  currently  contain 
the  primary  concentration  of  elderly  in  South  of  Market,  although  elderly  are 
also  scattered  throughout  the  area  in  over  3,000  residential  hotel  units/ 4/. 
In  1970  the  U.S.  Census  documented  over  1,700  Filipinos  in  South  of  Market, 
but  even  this  number  may  have  been  far  below  the  actual  number. /4/  This 
community  is  located  primarily  in  small  wood-frame  buildings  of  two  to  10 
units  along  the  mid-block  side  streets  west  of  Fifth  St.,  north  of  Harrison 
St.  and  south  of  Mission  St./4/,/5/ 

The  major  socioeconomic  groups  in  this  three-tract  study  area  besides  the 
independent  elderly  and  the  Filipinos  are  the  gay  community,  artists  and 
transients,  all  difficult  to  quantify  because  they  are  not  separately  counted 
by  the  census. 

The  gay  community  is  centered  around  Folsom  St.  west  of  Fifth  St.    Of  this 
community  the  SPUR  Study/4/  states  that  it  is  difficult  to  quantify,  but  that 
"the  evidence  of  growth  in  this  community  is  in  the  increasing  number  of 
gay-oriented  businesses  and  in  the  rehabilitation  and  clearly  young 
inhabitants  of  housing  near  Folsom."    The  artistic  community  west  of  YBC  is 
also  difficult  to  quantify.    This  group  is  generally  evidenced  by  colorfully 
renovated  housing  above  or  adjacent  to  v/orking  craft  studios.    In  the  area 
immediately  west  of  YBC  (Fifth  to  Seventh  Sts.)  a  few  of  these  buildings  occur 
among  the  light  industrial  and  downtown  support  uses  along  Clara,  Shipley, 
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Clementina  and  Tehama  Sts./5/   Of  this  group  the  SPUR  study/ 4/  says,  "The  kind 
of  space  available  (in  South  of  Market)  is  ideal  for  artisans,  craftpeople, 
artists,  musicians,  wood  and  metal  workers  and  others  who  prefer  places  where 
studios  and  houses  can  be  inexpensively  and  unobtrusively  combined."  The 
transients  are  a  largely  male  community  comprised  of  alchoholics,  and  other 
unemployed  persons  who  live  in  the  residential  hotels  that  surround  the 
Sixth  St.  "Skid  Row"  area./4/    According  to  the  SPUR  study,  this  locally 
concentrated  community  is  predominantly  harmless,  but  nevertheless  has  created 
"a  sense  of  insecurity  and  a  degraded  image  for  all  of  the  surrounding 
environment."/4/ 

Housing  Availability/6/ 

The  amount  of  habitable  housing  in  the  South-of-Market  area  outside  of  YBC  has 
been  experiencing  a  general  decline,  most  likely  due  to  poor  maintenance  and 
little  new  construction.    There  have  been  no  conversions  of  apartment 
buildings  to  condominiums  in  the  western  subarea./?/    Data  from  the  1970  U.S. 
Census  indicate  that  only  1.8%  of  the  housing  units  in  the  larger  three-tract 
area  were  owner- occupied;  83.3%  were  renter-occupied. /3/    It  is  not  known  how 
much  these  percentages  may  have  changed  since  1970. 

Concentrations  of  residential  hotels  are  located  in  the  South-of-Market 
district.    Some  of  these  stand  vacant. /6/   The  number  of  permanent  rooms  in 
residential  hotels  has  declined  in  the  South-of-Market  area  from  about  4,700 
in  1975  to  about  3,700  in  1979,  a  decrease-  of  about  1  ,000  rooms  for  a  21% 
change. 

The  fundamental  pressures  working  against  the  construction  of  residential 
hotels  are  economic.    In  many  cases  the  income  stream  from  the  rents  is  not 
sufficient  to  support  the  necessary  repairs  to  keep  the  structures  up  to 
Building  Code  requirements  (also  see  Land  Use  in  the  Vicinity  of  YBC,  p.51). 
However,  residential  hotels  offer  the  most  efficient  means  to  house  low-income 
households,  particularly  single  adults,  without  public  subsidies.    The  units 
in  residential  hotels  are  currently  protected  by  the  City's  Residential  Hotel 
Demolition  and  Conversion  Ordinance  (Ordinance  330-81). 
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The  affordable  housing  in  South  of  Market  attracts  people  who  cannot  afford  to 
live  elsewhere  in  the  City.    1970  Census  statistics  and  interviews  with 
community  members  indicate  that  many  people  live  in  South  of  Market  more  out 
of  economic  necessity  than  by  choice. /8/    In  general,  incomes  are  lower  and 
unemployment  higher  in  South  of  Market  than  in  the  City  as  a  whole. 


FOOTNOTES 

/!/  All  demographic  and  social  service  data  for  this  section  are  derived  from 
studies  done  in  the  summer  of  1977  for  the  YBC  FEIR;  descriptive  material  has 
been  added  for  new  information  since  1977. 

HI  Information  in  this  paragraph  is  from  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 
Research  Association  (SPUR),  June  1981,  South  of  Market:    A  Plan  for  San 

/3/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  1975,  South  of  Market 
Statistical  Profile. 

/4/  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  (SPUR),  June,  1981,  South  of 
Market:    A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier. 

/5/  Based  on  an  informal  land  use  survey  conducted  by  the  consultant  on 
February  22  and  23,  1982. 

/6/  Information  in  this  section  is  from  Report  of  the  Citizens'  Housing  Task 
Force,  July,  1981,  pp.  156-163,  unless  otherwise  noted. 

HI  Ibid.,  Figure  6,  p.  147. 

/8/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  1976,  South  of  Market 
Background  and  Issue  Survey. 


D.  ECONOMICS 

1.    GENERAL  ECONOMIC  AND  FISCAL  SETTING 

San  Francisco's  evolution  into  a  regional  financial,  government,  and  service 
center  is  discussed  in  Section  V.D.  on  p.  97  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    Office  space 
has  continued  to  grow;  nearly  twelve  million  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  have  been 
added  in  San  Francisco  since  the  1975  study  conducted  by  Arthur  D.  Little, 
Inc.  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (see  Table  A-1,  Appendix  A,  p.  237). 
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The  annual  reports  of  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  for  the 
years  1977  through  1980  indicate  that  approximately  13.5  million  out-of-town 
visitors  (including  convention  delegates)  remained  overnight  in  hotels  and 
motels  during  that  four-year  period.    Approximately  31  million  out-of-town 
visitors  have  stayed  in  San  Francisco  hotels  and  motels  since  1969  for  an 
average  of  nearly  2.8  million  out-of-town  visitors  annually  for  this 
eleven-year  period. 

In  1980,  about  3.3  million  out-of-town  visitors  remained  overnight  in 
San  Francisco  hotels  and  motels,  and  spent  an  estimated  $1,140  million  in  the 
City,  or  approximately  $345  per  visitor.    In  1980,  approximately  11%  of  all 
out-of-town  visitors  using  San  Francisco  hotel  and  motel  facilities  were 
convention  delegates.    In  1980,  a  total  of  about  645,000  convention  delegates 
spent  an  estimated  $330  million  in  San  Francisco,  or  approximately  $510  per 
delegate  visit.    This  represents  a  decrease  of  5%  in  the  number  of  convention 
delegates  since  1976,  but  an  increase  of  53%  in  the  total  amount  spent  by 
convention  delegates  since  1976.    Approximately  54%  of  the  total  1980 
convention  delegates  (348,000)  stayed  in  San  Francisco  hotels  or  motels;  the 
remaining  46%  either  lived  in  the  area  or  stayed  with  family  or  friends. 

During  the  three-year  period  between  1977  and  1980,  out-of-town  visitors  to 
San  Francisco,  excluding  convention  delegates,  increased  an  average  of  7% 
(compounded)  per  year.    Non-convention  visitor  expenditures  in  San  Francisco 
increased  an  average  of  approximately  18%.  (compounded)  per  year  during  this 
same  period. 

2.    EMPLOYMENT  AND  FINANCING 

Information  on  employment  in  the  South-of-Market  area  and  in  YBC  is  contained 
in  Section  V.D.,  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  99  -  100,  and  YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  p.  29. 
Information  on  the  financing  of  Yerba  Buena  Center  development  is  contained  in 
Section  V.D.,  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  100  -  119. 
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Information  on  the  City  hotel  tax  is  contained  in  Section  A-V.D.,  First  YBC 
EIR  Supplement,  pp.  26  -  27. 

E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 
1  .  WATER 

The  YBC  area  is  served  by  gravity  flow  from  the  140-mil 1  ion-gall  on  capacity 
University  Mound  Reservoir.    System  details  are  illustrated  in  Appendix  B, 
Figure  B-1,  p.  243,  and  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  p.  120.    All  mains  are 
under  the  streets.    The  temporary  20-inch-diameter  main  in  Howard  St.  between 
Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  has  been  replaced  with  a  permanent  30-inch-diameter 
main./!/ 

2.  SEWERS 

The  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works 
Department  provides  combined  storm  drain  and  sanitary- sewer  service  to  the 
project  area.    Major  system  details  (excluding  the  smaller  diameter  sewers)/2/ 
appear  in  Figure  B-2,  Appendix  B,  p.  244.    Brick  mains  (three  ft.  by 
five  ft.),  the  North  Point  Main  (an  eight-ft.  concrete  main),  and  other 
concrete  mains  are  located  in  the  YBC  area. 

The  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  which  receives  stormwater  and 
sewage  from  the  area,  receives  an  average  dry-weather  flow  of  50  million 
gallons  per  day  (MGD).    The  Plant  has  a  maximum  hydraulic  capacity  of 
160  MGD./2/   City  treatment  plants  are  not  designed  to  handle  storm  flow  from 
rainfall  greater  than  an  average  of  0.02  inches  per  hour;  the  excess  flows 
bypass  the  plants  and  discharge  directly  into  San  Francisco  Bay  and  the 
Pacific  Ocean.     Plans  are  currently  being  implemented  to  reduce  these 
overflows  and  bring  the  City  sewer  system  into  compliance  with  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  requirements.    Bayside  dry-weather  facilities  (secondary 
treatment)  are  scheduled  to  begin  operation  in  December,  1982.  Dry-weather 
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flows  from  the  area  would  be  treated  at  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant,  which  will  treat  average  dry-weather  flows  of  84  MGD.    Peak  capacity  at 
the  plant  will  be  160  MGD  after  expansion.    The  North  Point  Plant  will  be 
retained  to  treat  wet-weather  flows./2/ 

3.  ELECTRICITY,  GAS  AND  STEAM 

The  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG  &  E)  supplies  electricity,  natural 
gas,  and  some  steam  power  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    PG&E  has  existing 
underground  electric  and  gas  distribution  facilities  in  the  streets  throughout 
the  YBC  area,  except  there  are  no  gas  facilities  in  Howard  St.  between  Third 
and  Fourth  Sts.    Some  overhead  electric  facilities  remain  in  the  southern 
portion  of  the  project,  which  will  be  placed  underground  at  the  expense  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency. /3/    PG&E  maintains  low-pressure  steam  lines  extending 
south  on  Third  St.  to  Minna  St.  and  Fourth  St.  to  Stevenson  St.  The 
electricity,  gas,  and  steam  systems  are  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  p.  122. 

4.  SOLID  WASTE 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  a  private  firm,  collects  solid  waste  in  the 
YBC  area.    Solid  waste  is  transported  to  the  Mountain  View  landfill  site  at 
Mountain  View  Shoreline  Regional  Park,  which  has  a  life  expectancy  of 
approximately  2-1/2  years. /4/    Solid  waste  will  have  to  be  transported  to  a 
new  landfill  site  at  that  time;  the  site  has  not  yet  been  determined. 
San  Francisco  also  plans  to  construct  a  garbage  burning  facility  in  Brisbane 
in  1986.    Negotiations  with  vendors  are  currently  underway  and  Brisbane  has 
scheduled  an  election  for  late  1982  on  whether  to  approve  the  project. 
Further  details  about  disposal  operations  are  described  on  pp.  122  -  123  of 
the  YBC  FEIR. 

5.  COMMUNICATIONS 

Telephone  service  is  provided  in  the  YBC  area  by  Pacific  Telephone,  and 
courier  services  are  offered  by  several  firms,  as  described  on  pp.  123  -  124 
of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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6.  POLICE 

Officers  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  patrol  YBC  from  the  Southern 
Station,  located  in  the  Hall  of  Justice  at  850  Bryant  St.    The  opening  of  the 
George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  prompted  the  assignment  of  an  additional 
radio  car  to  the  YBC  area  in  early  December  1981. /5/   The  city-wide  average 
response  time  for  a  priority  call  is  two  minutes./5/ 

For  the  period  January  through  September,  1981,  a  total  of  4,238  police 
reports  were  filed  for  all  types  of  crimes  for  the  five  statistical  reporting 
areas  which  include  YBC  (see  Figure  B-3,  Appendix  B,  p.  245).  Statistical 
Reporting  Area  606,  which  includes  the  portion  of  YBC  south  of  Fourth  St.  and 
west  of  Howard  St.,  had  the  most  total  crimes  in  the  city  during  this  time 
period.    The  second-highest  number  of  rapes,  third  highest  number  of 
homicides,  and  the  highest  number  of  robberies,  assaults,  burglaries,  thefts, 
purse  snatch ings,  and  all  other  types  of  crime  occurred  in  the  606  area. 
There  are  some  300  reporting  areas  in  San  Francisco.    In  the  YBC  area  the 
crime  frequency  generally  decreases  as  the  distance  from  Market  St. 
increases. /5/ 

7.  FIRE 

Station  Numbers  1,8,  and  35  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  serve  YBC. 
Station  No.  1  at  416  Jessie  St.  is  one  block  outside  of  YBC;  Station  No.  8  is 
located  at  36  Bluxome  St.,  and  Station  No.  35  is  at  Pier  22-1/2.    On  a  first 
alarm,  three  engine  companies,  two  truck  companies,  one  rescue  squad  and  an 
Assistant  Chief  and  Battalion  Chief  would  respond,  for  a  total  of 
approximately  32  firefighters./6/ 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  is  currently  awaiting  results  of  a  survey 
undertaken  by  Public  Technologies  Incorporated  assessing  response  times  of  the 
Department  throughout  the  City.    The  results  of  this  survey  will  be  used  to 
determine  possible  relocations  of  fire  stations.    Station  Number  35,  formerly 
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at  3rd  St.  and  Howard  St.  has  been  relocated  to  Pier  22  1/2  since  the  1978  YBC 
FEIR  was  completed.    In  addition.  Station  Number  27,  formerly  on  Seventh  St. 
between  Folsom  and  Harrison,  has  been  eliminated.    This  station  would  have 
served  the  proposed  project. /7/ 

The  existing  fire  flows  are  approximately  6,000  -  7,000  gallons  per  minute 
(GPM)  from  low-pressure  hydrants,  and  10,000  -  15,000  GPM  from  high-pressure 
sources  (see  Appendix  B,  Figure  B-4,  p.  246).    The  water  supply  is  adequate 
for  current  fire-fighting  needs. /6/ 

8.  SCHOOLS 

Few  school -age  children  are  known  to  be  living  in  the  YBC  area.  Primary 
students  (grades  kindergarten  -  sixth)  attend  Bessie  Carmichael  School  at 
Harrison  and  Russ  Sts.,  while  older  students  attend  Potrero  Hill  Middle  School 
and  Mission  High  School.    There  are  alternative  schools  located  throughout  the 
City  that  students  may  elect  to  attend. /8/   The  Filipino  Education  Center  and 
parochial  schools  are  described  on  p.  125  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  Downtown  Center  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  opened  in 
February,  1979.    The  Center  has  a  daily  capacity  of  10,000  students  (who 
attend  from  8:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.)./9/   A  private  high  school  (Bridgemont 
High  School)  is  proposed  for  SB-4;  the  high  school  would  have  a  capacity  of 
about  300  students. 

9.  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

There  are  no  public  parks  or  mini-parks  in  YBC  and  because  YBC  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  none  are  currently  planned  by  the 
San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department./ 10/   The  existing  parks  nearby 
are  described  on  p.  126  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  in  the  process  of  assembling  a  new  park 
site  at  Sixth  St.  and  Folsom  St.,  about  two  blocks  west  of  YBC.    The  park, 
which  will  total  about  44,300  sq.  ft.,  will  be  designed  by  a  consultant  with 
input  from  the  community.    Also,  play  apparatus  for  small  children  is  planned 
for  installation  at  Bessie  Carmichael  School. 710/ 


10.  MEDICAL 

The  South-of  Market  Health  Center  at  551  Mission  St.  is  the  principal  health 
provider  of  outpatient  care  for  the  YBC  area.    Mental  Health  Center  No.  4  also 
serves  the  area  at  450  Sixth  St.    In  addition,  the  San  Francisco  Venereal 
Disease  Center  is  at  250  Fourth  St.    Emergency  Services  and  specialized 
treatment  are  available  from  San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  which  is  three 
miles  from  YBC. 


The  YBC  FEIR  describes  the  existing  medical  services  in  the  YBC  area  on 
pp.  126  -  127. 

FOOTNOTES 

/!/  J.E.  Kenck,  Manager,  Distribution  Division,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  letter  dated  December  28,  1981. 

/2/  Mervin  Francies,  Engineering  Associate  II,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water 
Program,  letter  dated  December  9,  1981. 

/3/  Gerald  Tyson,  Commercial  and  Industrial  Supervisor,  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company,  letter  dated  December  11,  1981. 

/4/  David  Gavrich,  Assistant  Manager  of  Solid  Waste  Management,  Chief 
Administrator's  Office,  telephone  communication,  Mach  24,  1982. 

/5/  Sergeant  Paul  Libert,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  telephone 
communications,  December  8,  1981,  February  25,  1982,  and  statistical 
information  supplied  December,  1981. 

/6/  Joseph  A.  Sullivan,  Chief,  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department,  letter  dated  December  14,  1981. 

II I  Chief  Ed  Murphy,  Chief  of  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  March  3,  1982. 
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/8/  Graciela  Spreitz,  Progran  Manager,  Area  One,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  telephone  communication,  December  29,  1981. 

/9/  Caroline  Biesiadecki ,  Director,  Downtown  Center,  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District,  telephone  communication,  December  28,  1981. 

710/  Tim  Lillyquist,  Management  Assistant,  and  Mary  Burns,  Assistant  to  the 
General  Manager,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  telephone 
communications,  December  28,  1981. 


F.  TRANSPORTATION 
1.    STREET  SYSTEM 

In  the  YBC  area.  Market  and  Mission  Sts.  are  designated  transit  arterial 
streets  and  transit  preferential  streets  as  defined  in  the  Downtown 
Transportation  and  Mass  Transit  Plans  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 
San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan.    Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  are  also  designated 
transit  preferential  streets,  and  Howard,  Folsom,  and  Harrison  Sts.  are 
designated  pedestrian-transit-service  streets. /I/   Third,  Fourth,  Howard, 
Folsom,  Harrison  and  Market  Sts.  are  also  defined  as  Major  Thoroughfares  in 
the  Thoroughfares  Plan;  Mission  St.  is  not./2/    For  a  more  detailed 
description  of  the  street  system  in  the  YBC  area,  refer  to  Section  Y.F.  on 
pp.  130  -  136  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Traffic  Characteristics 

Analysis  of  the  p.m.  peak-hour  movements  of  pedestrians,  automobiles,  transit 
vehicles,  trucks  and  other  vehicles  has  been  made  to  update  (as  necessary) 
information  contained  in  Section  V.F.  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  137  -  155. 

Pedestrians.    YBC  has  a  mixed  level  of  pedestrian  activity.    The  portion  of 
YBC  north  of  Howard  St.  has  more-intense  pedestrian  activity  than  the  portion 
south  of  Howard  St.    The  description  of  pedestrian  activity  patterns  on  p.  137 
of  the  YBC  FEIR  is  still  applicable  to  the  current  conditions. 
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Increased  development  north  of  Mission  St.  has  increased  pedestrian  loadings 
on  sidewalks  in  YBC.    Removal  of  temporary  parking  on  CB-2  and  CB-3  (caused  by 
construction  of  Moscone  Center)  has  removed  some  of  the  pedestrian  demand  that 
was  in  YBC  at  the  time  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  current  pedestrian  patterns  are 
similar  to  those  observed  in  1977-78  that  showed  intense  peaking 
characteristics  during  commute  hours. 

During  peak  hours,  the  Mission  St.  sidewalks  are  still  in  the  "moderately 
high"  range  as  defined  in  Table  13,  p.  137  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    Third  and 
Fourth  Sts.  are  in  the  "very  high"  range  during  peak  hours. 
New  Montgomery  St.  has  shifted  into  the  "very  high"  range  since  preparation  of 
the  YBC  FEIR./3/    Although  the  hourly  pedestrian  volumes  are  large,  sufficient 
sidewalk  capacity  is  available  to  handle  the  demand  at  a  reasonable  level  of 
operation.    Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  north  of  Mission  St.  operate  at  the  low  end 
of  the  "impeded"  range  (some  selection  of  walking  speed  with  high  indirect 
interaction  between  pedestrians)  and  Mission  St.  sidewalks  in  YBC  operate  in 
"impeded"  condition  (some  selection  of  walking  speed  with  minor  conflicts 
between  pedestrians).    (See  Table  15,  p.  155,  for  pedestrian  analyis  and 
Table  C-3,  Appendix  C,  p.  255,  for  description  of  pedestrian  flow  levels.) 

Transit.    The  YBC  area  is  served  directly  by  both  surface  and  subsurface  Muni 
routes.    Entrances  to  the  Market  St.  Muni  Metro  and  BART  subway  are  located 
adjacent  to  CB-1 .    There  are  surface  motorcoach  and  trolley  coach  stops  on 
Market  St.,  Third  St.,  Fourth  St.,  and  Mission  St.    Figure  13,  p.  81  is  a  map 
of  Muni  routes  in  the  YBC  area. 

Muni  was  estimated  as  carrying  approximately  28,500  passengers  outbound  on  43 
routes  passing  through  downtown  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  1980. /4/  Refer 
to  p.  138  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  a  description  of  additional  transit  services  in 
the  YBC  area.    Several  changes  have  occurred  in  the  regional  and  local  transit 
systems  since  the  preparation  of  the  YBC  FEIR  (1978).    Muni  Metro  service  was 
instituted  in  1978.    Two  phases  of  changes  to  Muni  surface  routes  (1981,  1982) 
have  modified  some  of  the  routes  serving  YBC.    The  direct  Richmond-Daly  City 
line  was  added  to  the  BART  system  in  1980. 
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Mixed  Vehicles.    Refer  to  p.  145  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  a  description  of 
vehicular  traffic  volumes  and  speeds  on  the  street  system  in  the  YBC  area. 
Analysis  of  seven  intersections  in  the  YBC  area  has  been  updated  to  determine 
existing  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour  conditions  in  the  vicinity. /5/  See 
Appendix  D,  p.  261,  for  a  description  of  the  method  of  capacity  analysis  and 
definition  of  the  levels  of  service.    Analysis  of  the  count  data  indicates 
that  the  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts.  is  currently  operating  during 
the  p.m.  peak-hour  at  Level  of  Service  D  (volume/capacity  (v/c)  ratio  0.85), 
indicating  poor  traffic  conditions.    The  intersection  of  Market  and 
Stockton/Ellis/Fourth  Sts.  is  operating  at  Level  of  Service  A  (v/c  ratio  0.57) 
during  the  p.m.  peak-hour  period;  this  indicates  excellent  traffic 
operations.    The  intersections  of  Fourth  with  Harrison  St.  and  Mission  St.  are 
operating  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  at  Level  of  Service  B  (v/c  ratio  of  0.65 
at  both  intersection),  indicating  good  traffic  conditions.    During  the  a.m. 
peak  hour,  the  intersections  of  Third  St.  with  Mission  St.  and  with 
Market  Sts.  are  operating  at  Levels  of  Service  B  and  A,  respectively  (v/c 
ratio  of  0.68  and  0.58).    The  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Bryant  Sts.  is 
operating  at  Level  of  Service  A  (v/c  ratio  of  0.55).    These  service  levels  are 
based  on  hourly  traffic  volumes,  consistent  with  recent  practice  in  other 
planning  studies  of  downtown  San  Francisco  traffic;  peak  15-minute  volumes 
were  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Parking 

Parking  studies  conducted  for  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  pp.  155  -  156)  are  applicable 
to  this  Supplement,  as  the  existing  uses,  except  on  blocks  CB-2  and  CB-3,  are 
essentially  unchanged  from  the  earlier  report.    However,  construction  of  the 
George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  in  CB-3  has  removed  many  of  the  surface 
parking  spaces  in  the  YBC  area.    Analysis  of  recent  parking  survey  data  shows 
daily  parking  occupancies  in  the  parking  spaces  not  removed  by  construction  to 
be  in  the  range  of  80%  to  95%. /6/ 

The  portion  of  the  YBC  area  north  of  Minna  St.  is  within  the  Downtown  Core 
automobile  control  area  designated  in  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the 
Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding 
Parking./?/   This  area  is  described  in  the  Plan  as  "that  intensely  populated 
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area  which  functions  as  a  financial,  administrative,  shopping  and 
entertainment  center  where  priority  must  be  given  to  the  efficient  and 
pleasant  movement  of  business  clients,  shoppers  and  visitors;  where  a 
continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  improve  pedestrian,  transit  and  service 
vehicle  access  and  circulation;  where  priority  for  the  use  of  limited  street 
and  parking  space  within  this  core  should  be  available  for  these  functions; 
and  where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the 
private  commuter  vehicle". 

The  portion  of  YBC  between  Minna  and  Folsom  Sts.  is  within  the  Parking  Belt  on 
the  fringe  of  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area  designated  in  the 
Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element. 
The  Parking  Belt  areas  are  described  in  the  Plan  as  "areas  within  the  Downtown 
Commercial  District  which  may  be  appropriate  for  short-term  parking 
facilities".    The  area  of  YBC  north  of  Folsom  St.  is  in  the  Downtown  Core 
automobile  control  area.    Policy  4,  p.  4  of  the  Plan  discourages  the  addition 
of  new  parking  facilities  in  this  control  area.    The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  is 
not  consistent  with  this  policy  in  that  it  permits  the  construction  of 
off-street  parking  structures  in  the  Downtown  Core  authomobile  control  area. 

The  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding 
Parking  states  that  "all  additions  to  the  commuter  load  as  a  result  of  job 
growth  in  the  City  should  be  made  by  public  transit. "/8/    In  accordance  with 
this  statement,  objectives  and  policies  guiding  and  limiting  the  provisions  of 
parking  are  outlined  as  revisions  to  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan,  the 
Plan  for  Transportation,  and  the  Citywide  Parking  Plan. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  6834,  April  27,  1972, 
Comprehensive  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  pp.  12  and  25. 

HI  Ibid.,  Thoroughfares  Plan,  p.  23. 

/3/  Counts  by  ESA  on  January  11,  1982  and  by  TJKM  on  weekdays  in  1981  (see 
Footnote  5,  below). 
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IM  Source:    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  October  1980, 
Attachment  III,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation,  Transportati on 
Impacts. 

/5/  P.M.  peak-hour  turning  movement  counts  were  made  at  the  intersections  of 
Fourth  St.  with  Harrison  St.,  Howard  St.,  Mission  St.,  and 
Market/Stockton/Ellis  Sts.    A.M.  peak-hour  counts  were  made  at  the 
intersection  of  Third  St.  with  Mission  St.  and  with  Market  St.  and  at  the 
intersection  of  Fourth  and  Bryant  Sts.    Manual  turning  movement  counts  made  by 
TJKM,  traffic  engineers,  Tuesday  and  Thursday,  October  27  and  29,  1981, 
between  7:00  and  9:00  a.m.  and  Wednesday  and  Thursday,  November  4  and  5,  1981, 
between  4:00  and  6:00  p.m. 

/6/  The  parking  inventory  survey  was  conducted  by  TJKM  on  November  5,6,7,10, 
13,  and  17  1980  and  January  20,  21,  22,  23  and  26,  1981,  (all  weekdays) 
between  the  hours  10:00  a.m.  to  noon  and  1:00  to  3:00  p.m. 

HI  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  7647,  January  20,  1977, 
Downtown  Transportation  Plan,  Map  A. 

/8/  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  7647,  January  20,  1977, 
Employment  Growth,  p.  5. 


G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

San  Francisco's  air  quality  is,  in  general,  the  highest  for  all  developed 
portions  of  the  Bay  Area.    The  City's  predominantly  westerly  and  northwesterly 
winds  tend  to  carry  pollutants  to  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area,  chiefly  east 
and  south.    Much  of  the  City  is  generally  upwind  from  major  sources,  such  as 
industrial  areas,  airports,  freeways,  and  other  urban  areas.  Light-variable 
(calm)  wind  situations,  which  occur  about  25%  of  the  time  on  an  annual  basis, 
lead  to  stagnation  in  the  airshed,  most  commonly  in  the  fall  and  winter 
months.    At  such  times,  the  potential  exists  for  the  entire  Bay  Area  to 
experience  high  concentrations  of  pollutants.    The  San  Francisco  climate  is 
described  in  detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  158  -  160. 

Table  E-1,  Appendix  E,  p.  263  is  an  air-pollutant  summary  for  San  Francisco, 
based  on  measurements  taken  at  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  monitoring  stations  at  939  Ellis  St.  and  at  900-23rd  St.    The  table 
indicates  that  the  eight-hour  carbon  monoxide  standard  and  the  24-hour  total 
suspended  particulate  (dust)  standard  are  occasionally  (six  times  in  1980) 
exceeded. 
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Over  90%  of  street-level  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  is  emitted  from  vehicular 
sources.    CO  concentrations,  therefore,  can  vary  greatly  from  place  to  place 
within  the  City.    Table  8  shows  estimates  of  1981  CO  levels  at  seven 
intersections  in  YBC.    Eight-hour  CO  concentrations  currently  exceed  standards 
at  all  of  these  intersections  on  days  of  worst-case  (poor  dispersion) 
conditions.    These  conditions  are  likely  to  occur  fewer  than  ten  times  per 
year,  and  during  the  winter  (November-January)  radiation  inversion  season. 


TABLE  8:    ESTIMATED  1981  WORST-CASE  ROADSIDE  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS 
IN  YBC 


CO  Concentration*  in  ppm** 


Location 

Harrison  &  Fourth 
Folsom  &  Third 
Folsom  &  Fourth 
Howard  &  Third 
Howard  &  Fourth 
Mission  &  Third 
Mission  &  Fourth 


Evening  Peak  Hour 
20.3 
21.2 
20.1 
20.8 
21.0 
24.5 
17.9 


Highest  8-Hour  Average 
10.2*** 
10.3*** 
10.3*** 
10.0*** 
10.3*** 
10.9*** 
9 . 3*** 


*    Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  added  to  ambient  "background" 
concentrations.    Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  12.8  ppm  for  one 
hour  and  7.9  ppm  for  eight  hours,  based  on  the  average  of  the  second  highest 
concentrations  monitored  over  the  past  three  years  and  adjusted  for  1981. 
**  ppm:    parts  per  million 

***  Exceeds  the  applicable  standards:  35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for  eight 
hours 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Projects,  Information  Bulletin,  as  updated  by  BAAQMD,  1980  for  changes  in 
vehicle  emission  factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 
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On  a  daily  basis,  the  highest  8- hour- averaged  CO  concentrations  occur  between 
4:00  p.m.  and  2:00  a.m.    An  intense,  but  brief,  maximum  occurs  from  7:00  to 
9:00  a.m.;  this  is  followed  by  reduced  levels  from  10:00  a.m.  to  4:00  p.m. 

The  greatest  build-up  of  CO  occurs  in  winter  when  the  formation  of  low-level 
radiation  inversions  correspond  to  the  evening  traffic  peak  hour  (YBC  FEIR, 
p.  162).    Information  on  concentrations  of  other  pollutants  and  on  air  quality 
management  is  on  pp.  152  -  170  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  has  been  designated  by  the  California  Air  Resources 
Board  (CARB)  as  a  non-attainment  area  for  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide,  and 
San  Francisco  is  non- attainment  for  particulates  (i.e.  the  standards  for 
these  pollutants  habe  been  violated  within  the  past  2-3  years).    A  regional 
Air  Quality  Plan/1/  was  adopted  in  1979  (after  the  completion  of  the  1978  YBC 
FEIR)  which  establishes  control  strategies  (stationary  and  mobile  source 
emission  controls,  and  transportation  improvements)  to  attain  and  maintain  the 
standards  by  1987.    This  regional  Air  Quality  Plan  is  part  of  California's 
State  Implementation  Plan  to  attain  the  standards  statewide  by  1987.    A  1982 
update  to  this  regional  Air  Quality  Plan  is  being  prepared,  to  be  released 
later  this  year  (1982).    Although  records  indicating  which  projects  were 
included  in  1979  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  air  quality  projections  are  not 
available,  it  is  most  likely  that  full  build-out  of  YBC  was  taken  into  account 
in  these  projections. /2/ 

FOOTNOTES 

/!/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District  (BAAQMD),  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (KTC), 
January  1979,  1979  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Environmental  Management  Plan. 

in  Irene  Kan,  assitant  to  the  Air  Quality  and  Energy  Resources  Program 
Manager,  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  telephone  communication, 
April  5,  1982. 
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H.  NOISE 


As  is  typical  of  downtown  San  Francisco,  the  existing  noise  environment  of  YBC 
is  dominated  by  traffic  noise.    Accelerating  diesel  buses  produce  noise  peaks 
of  80  to  95  dBA/1/  frequently  along  Mission  St.;  the  rest  of  the  YBC  area 
generally  experiences  a  near-constant  background  "roar"  of  traffic  noise.  The 
elevated  James  Lick  Freeway  (1-80)  controls  noise  levels  in  the  southeastern 
corner  of  YBC. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  developed  noise  zones  for  the  City,  using 
the  noise  descriptor  levels  LIO  and  L90.    These  are  statistical  noise  levels 
that  represent  environmental  sound  levels  in  dBA  which  are  exceeded  10%  and 
90%  of  the  time,  respectively.    LIO  is  useful  in  representing  intrusive  noise 
levels,  and  L90  in  representing  background  noise  levels.    The  Department  of 
Public  Works'  data  show  that  the  YBC  area,  including  CB-1 ,  falls  within  the 
following  zones  (YBCFEIR,  p.  172)./2/ 


In  the  Transportation  Noise  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (Department  of 
City  Planning,  1974),  the  Department  of  City  Planning  mapped  the  YBC  area 
within  a  24-hour-averaged  background  noise  level  (Ldn)/3/  zone  of  65  dBA. 

Continuous  24-hour  weekday  noise  measurements  were  taken  at  five  sites  between 
June  8  and  August  8,  1977  for  the  YBC  FEIR.    These  locations  were  chosen  to 
monitor  the  noise  environment  in  the  vicinity  of  existing  housing,  and  in 
areas  where  future  housing  development  was  planned.    A  summary  of  this 
measurement  data  is  shown  in  Table  9.    These  measurements  are  described  in 
detail  on  pp.  171,  173,  177,  179,  181  and  183  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  and  in 
Appendix  H,  pp.  131  -  146  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices.    The  1977  measurements 
were  spot-checked  and  verified  in  two  sets  of  15-minute  measurements/4/  made 
between  4  p.m.  and  5  p.m.  on  the  afternoons  of  December  8  and  9,  1981.  These 
were  made  at  the  same  locations  as  those  chosen  in  1977,  and  are  also  shown  in 
Table  9  for  comparison. 


Daytime 


Nighttime 


LIO,  75  dBA 
L90,  60  dBA 


LIO,  70  dBA 
L90,  60  dBA 
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The  City  has  established  land-use  compatibility  criteria  for  community  noise 
(San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation  Noise  Element  of 
the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco,  August  1974).    These  criteria  are 
given  in  Figure  H-1 ,  p.  145  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices, 


TABLE  9:    1977  AND  1981  MEASURED  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  SELECTED  LOCATIONS  IN  YBC 


Noise  Level  in  dBA 
1977  24-Hour  Measurement    1981  15-minute  measurement 
Site*         Description  Peak-Hour  Leg**    iW  Peak-Hour  Leq+ 

U  South  side  of  74  74  71 

Mission  between 
Third  and 
New  Montgomery 
at  curbside 

V  On  Clementina  65  66  65 
west  of  Fourth 

(near  Clementina 
Towers)  at  curb- 
side 

W  North  side  of  71  71  70 

Mission,  between 
Fourth  and 
St.  Patrick's 
Church  at  curbside 

X  On  Harrison,  72  71  73 

between  Hawthorne 
and  Third,  opposite 
Golden  Gate  Recording 
Studios,  at  curbside 

Y  On  south  side  of  74  73  73++ 
Howard,  75'  west  of 

Fourth  (at  TODCO 
Housing  site), 
second  floor  outside 
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TABLE  9:    1977  AND  1981  MEASURED  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  SELECTED  LOCATIONS  IN  YBC 
(Continued) 


*   Letter  designations  correspond  with  those  in  Figure  18,  p.  173,  YBC  FEIR« 

**  Leq  :  The  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level  which  in  a  stated  period  of 
time  would  contain  the  sane  acoustic  energy  as  the  actual  time-varying  sound 
level  during  the  same  time  period. 

+  Estimated,  assuming  15-minute  measurement  period  representative  of  entire 
hour. 

++  1981  measurement  made  at  ground  level  outside. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  and  the  YBC  FEIR 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  dBA;  decibels  (units  of  noise  intensity)  measured  on  the  A-weighted  scale, 
which  is  sensitive  to  the  frequency  response  of  the  typical  human  ear. 

HI  The  noise  maps  are  available  for  inspection  at  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  45  Hyde  St.,  Room  222,  San  Francisco. 

/3/  Ldn:  an  averaged  sound  level  measurement  based  on  human  reaction  to 
cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period.    To  account  for  greater 
annoyance,  10  dBA  are  added  to  measured  noise  levels  between  10:00  p.m.  and 
7:00  a.m. 

/4/  Noise  measurements  were  made  with  a  Bruel  and  Kjaer  sound  level  meter. 
Model  No.  2206,  calibrated  on  November  28,  1981. 
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I.    RESOURCE  USE 
1 .  ENERGY 

Electricity  and  natural  gas  service  in  the  project  area  is  provided  by  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E).    Structures  existing  in  YBC  in  1977  have  been 
estimated  to  demand  approximately  31  million  kilowatt  hours  (KWH)  of 
electricity  and  166  million  cubic  feet  (cu.  ft.)  of  natural  gas  per  year  (YBC 
FEIR,  p.  87).    Structures  built  between  1977  and  1982  have  been  estimated  to 
demand  approximately  13  million  KWH  of  electricity  and  16  million  cu.  ft.  of 
natural  gas.    The  current  YBC  demand  for  these  two  forms  of  energy  is 
equivalent  to  a  total  of  approximately  654  billion  at  source  British  Thermal 
Units  (BTU)/1/  of  energy  per  year. 

New  demands  for  electricity  in  the  PG&E  service  area  of  Northern  California 
will  be  met  primarily  with  coal,  nuclear,  and  hydroelectric  sources. 
Co-generation  and  additional  geothermal  power  development  will  also  be  used  to 
supplement  the  existing  supplies.    Among  the  major  new  pov/er  plants  expected 
by  PG  &  E  are  the  Diablo  Canyon  nuclear  plant  and  the  Helms  Pump  Storage 
hydroelectric  pi  ant. /2/    Both  projects  are  expected  by  PG&E  to  have  their 
first  units  come  on  line  in  October,  1982  (Diablo  Canyon  must  first  receive  an 
operating  permit  from  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission).    Unit  Two  of  Diablo 
Canyon  and  Units  Two  and  Three  of  the  Helms  Plant  are  anticipated  to  begin 
operating  in  early  1983.    Municipally  owned  utilities  anticipate  some  supplies 
from  the  Harry  Allen  Nevada  coal -fired  plant,  beginning  in  the  late  1980 's. 
PG&E  also  anticipates  increased  purchases  of  electricity  from  other 
utilities.    This  power  is  expected  to  come  from  surplusses  generated  by 
hydroelectric  and  nuclear  plants  in  Washington  State.    These  surplusses  are 
uncertain  due  to  the  recent  construction  postponements  of  two  of  the  five 
Washington  Public  Power  Supply  System  nuclear  plants  and  increased  local 
demand  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
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San  Francisco  presently  generates  sufficient  electricity  for  its  own  uses 
through  its  Hetch  Hetchy  system;  this  power  is  sold  to  and  distributed  by 
PG&E.    Two  additional  hydroelectric  projects  are  under  consideration  by  Hetch 
Hetchy  for  the  Tuolumne  and  Clavey  Rivers.    The  recent  recommendation  by  a 
joint  study  team  of  the  U.S.Forest  Service  and  National  Park  Service  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  status  for  the  Tuolumne  could  prevent  their  construction. 

PG&E  has  low-pressure  steam  supply  lines  extending  south  to  Minna  St.  on 
Third  St.  and  to  Stevenson  St.  along  Fourth  St.    Some  steam  would  be  available 
for  use  by  YBC;  hov/ever  whether  or  not  all  needs  could  be  met  cannot  be 
determined  without  exact  estimates  of  consumption  for  the  project. /3/ 
Additional  information  may  be  found  in  Section  V.I.,  pp.  186  -  188  of  the  YBC 
FEIR. 

2.  WATER 

The  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  under  the  control  of  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission,  provides  water  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  from 
the  Hetch  Hetchy  reservoir  system.    Discussion  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  water 
system  delivery  and  storage  capacities  is  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  188  -  189. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  The  "British  Thermal  Unit"  (BTU)  is  a  standard  for  measuring  heat. 
Technically,  it  is  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of 
one  pound  of  water  1  degree  F  (251  .98  calories)  at  sea  level.    The  term 
'at- source'  means  that  adjustments  have  been  made  in  the  calculation  of  the 
BTU  energy  equivalent  to  account  for  losses  in  energy  which  would  occur  during 
generation  and  transmission  of  the  various  energy  forms  as  specified  in: 
ERCDC,  1977  Energy  Conservation  Design  Manual  for  New  Nonresidential 
Buildings,  Energy  Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  Sacramento,  CA: 
and  Apostolos,  J. A.,  W.R.  Shoemaker,  and  E.C.  Shirley,  1978,  Energy  and 
Transportation  Systems,  California  Department  of  Transportation,  Sacramento, 
CA,  Proj.  #ifU-/  lask  8. 

in  A  pump  storage  plant  uses  two  reservoirs,  one  above  and  one  below  the 
generators.    Water  is  dropped  from  the  upper  reservoir  to  the  lower  reservoir 
to  generate  power  in  times  of  peak  demand.    During  times  when  demand  is  low 
(for  example  at  night),  surplus  power  from  other  sources  is  used  to  pump  the 
water  back  to  the  upper  reservoir.    This  plant  was  designed  to  operate  in 
conjunction  with  the  Diablo  Canyon  Nuclear  Plant. 
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/3/  Richard  Spadini,  Power  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company, 
telephone  communicaton ,  March  25,  1982. 

J.    GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 

Geology  and  Seismology  are  discussed  on  pp.  191-206  of  the  YBC  FEIR.  A 
summary  of  that  information  is  provided  below: 

GEOLOGY 

90%  of  the  site  is  underlain  by  unconsolidated  deposits  of  geologic  material, 
except  for  parts  of  SB-3  and  SB-4,  which  are  underlain  by  bedrock  of  the 
Franciscan  Formation  (see  Figure  14,  p.  93  ).    The  unconsolidated  deposits 
consist  of  dune  sand,  artificial  fill,  and  undifferentiated  deposits. 
(Undifferentiated  deposits  are  intermixed  layers  of  sand  and  mud).  These 
deposits  in  turn  are  underlain  (from  uppermost  to  lowermost)  by  younger 
Bay  Mud,  the  Colma  formation,  older  Bay  Mud,  and  bedrock.    Over  the  remaining 
10%  of  the  site,  bedrock  outcrops  on  the  surface  in  parts  of  SB-3  and  SB-4. 
The  depth  to  bedrock  is  irregular,  and  ranges  from  zero  to  270  fT.  below  the 
surface,  with  increasing  depth  trending  toward  the  north.    For  further 
information  on  topography  and  geologic  materials,  refer  to  Section  V.J., 
pp.  191  -  198  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

SEISMOLOGY 

No  active  faults  are  known  to  exist  within  the  City  of  San  Franci sco ./I/ 
However,  the  site  could  be  affected  by  several  active  faults  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  including  the  San  Andreas  Fault,  the  Hayward  Fault, 
and  the  Calaveras  Fault.    Potential  earthquake  hazards  on  the  site  include 
groundshaking,  liquefaction,  and  subsidence ./2/    A  major  earthquake  on  the 
San  Andreas  or  Hayward  Faults  could  produce  "Strong",  "Very  Strong",  or 
"Violent"  groundshaking  on  the  site,  depending  on  the  depth  and  response 
characteristics  of  the  underlying  geologic  materials  (see  Figure  15).  In 
general,  bedrock  (unless  sheared  or  fractured)  is  the  most  stable  material 
during  an  earthquake,  while  artificial  fill  is  the  most  unstable  material. 
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Liquefaction  and  subsidence  would  probably  be  limited  to  areas  underlain  by 
artificial  fill;  the  dune  sand  areas  would  be  subject  to  liquefaction  when  a 
high  water  table  exists  (see  Figure  15).    For  further  information  on 
seismology  and  seismic  hazards,  refer  to  pp.  192  -  206  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 


FOOTNOTES 

/!/  An  active  fault  is  a  fault  along  which  displacement  has  occurred  within 
about  the  last  11,000  years  or  which  has  exhibited  historic  earthquake 
activity. 

in  Groundshaking  is  the  transmission  of  earthquake  vibrations  through 
geologic  materials  and  structures.    Liquefaction  is  the  transformation  of 
saturated  granular  material,  such  as  loose  wet  sand,  into  a  fluid-like  state 
similar  to  quicksand. 

Subsidence  is  an  uneven  local  settlement  of  the  ground's  surface.    Although  it 
can  occur  under  static  (normal)  conditions,  it  is  frequently  activated  by 
strong  ground  motion,  such  as  that  from  an  earthquake. 


K.    HYDROLOGY  ^ 

There  are  no  water  courses,  springs,  or  lakes  in  the  YBC  area,  as  it  has  been 
completely  urbanized.    The  area  is  relatively  flat  and  low  lying;  under 
natural  conditions  it  would  receive  surface  runoff  from  higher  land  to  the 
north  and  east.    No  part  of  San  Francisco  is  considered  to  be  in  a  flood  plain 
zone. 

Surface  runoff  is  generally  greatest  during  the  November- to-April  rainy 
season.    Runoff  is  collected  by  the  City's  combined  sanitary  sewer  and  storm 
drain  system  and  discharged  at  the  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant 
into  San  Francisco  Bay.    During  large  storms,  the  capacity  of  the  sewer  and 
storm  drain  system  is  exceeded,  resulting  in  overflows  of  sewage  within  the 
project  area  into  San  Francisco  Bay.    This  situation  will  be  at  least 
partially  rectified  by  ongoing  improvements  to  the  City's  wastewater 
management  system. 
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The  groundwater  table  in  the  area  in  1964  ranged  from  eight  to  13  ft.  below 
the  surface  (approximately  at  sea  level). /I/    In  1972,  the  water  level  below 
CB-1  and  CB-2  was  at  elevation  -16,  San  Francisco  Datum,  or  7.3  ft.  below  sea 
level  ./2/,/3/.    For  further  detail  concerning  hydrology  and  storm  water 
runoff,  see  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  207  -  208. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Youd,  T.L.,  and  S.N.  Hoose,  1976,  "Liquefaction  during  the  1906 

San  Francisco  Earthquake",  Journal  of  Geotechnical  Engineering  Division,  ASCE, 

Vol.  102,  No.  GTS,  Proceedings  Paper  12143,  May  1975,  p.  42b  -  439. 

HI  Dames  and  Moore,  1972,  Foundation  Investigations,  Verba  Buena  Center, 
Exhibit  Hall  and  Sports  Arena,  prepared  for  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco. 

/3/  San  Francisco  Datum  is  a  reference  point  for  surveying  and  vertical 
distance  measurements.    The  elevation  of  the  San  Francisco  Datum  is  8.6  ft. 
above  mean  sea  level. 


L.  ECOLOGY 

Most  of  the  YBC  area  is  either  paved  or  covered  with  debris  and  foundations 
from  demolished  buildings,  so  that  vegetation  is  scarce.    About  20% 
(11.4  acres)  of  the  site  is  open  ground;  about  10%  (1.2  acres)  of  this  land 
supports  primarily  non-native  weedy  herbs,  shrubs,  and  grasses.  Some 
vegetation  also  occurs  that  is  associated  with  landscaping,  covering  about  5% 
of  the  site.    Wildlife  is  scarce,  and  is  restricted  mostly  to  insects,  birds, 
and  rodents.    The  area  supports  a  Norway  rat  population  which  lives  in  the  old 
sewer  lines  that  were  not  removed  when  buildings  were  demolished,  and  feeds  on 
food  waste  from  disposals  which  enters  the  sewage  system.    A  population  of 
feral  cats  is  living  in  several  of  the  vacant  and  temporary  parking  lots  in 
YBC  and  may  be  feeding  on  the  rodents.    No  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal 
species  have  been  found  on  the  site. 

For  further  information  on  ecology,  refer  to  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  210  -  211. 
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M.    ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

No  sites  containing  archaeologically  significant  artifacts  are  known  to  exist 
in  YBC.    However,  discovery  of  a  shell  mound  just  south  of  SB-2  and  a  human 
skeleton  unearthed  during  BART  excavation  near  Market  and  Seventh  Sts. 
indicate  that  an  indigenous  Indian  population  may  have  inhabited  the  area 
(YBC  FEIR,  p.  212).    Remains  from  later  periods  in  San  Francisco's  history 
(i.e.  post  gold  rush,  pre-1906  earthquake)  probably  exist  beneath  existing 
structures  in  the  YBC  area,  in  the  form  of  remains  in  privy  vaults,  basements, 
and  backyard  dumps  that  were  covered  by  landfill  and/or  reconstruction  after 
the  earthquake.    The  extent  of  remains  would  depend  on  whether  subsequent 
construction  and  excavation  had  disturbed  them.    A  detailed  survey  of  CB-3 
before  construction  of  the  convention  center  found  no  sites  of  historical 
value  on  the  block. /I/    In  addition,  no  sites  of  historical  value  have  been 
established  on  any  of  the  other  blocks  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  214).    For  a  more 
complete  description  of  the  history  of  the  YBC  area  and  its 
archeological/historical  significance,  see  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  212  -  214. 

Within  YBC  there  are  buildings  that  have  been  identified  by  various  surveys  as 
having  historic  or  architectural  interest  or  value.    A  list  of  these 
buildings,  together  with  their  rating  by  each  survey  and  landmark  status  (if 
applicable),  is  presented  in  Table  10    The  buildings  listed  in  Table  10  are 
numbered  to  correspond  with  Figure  16,  p.  101,  a  map  of  YBC  showing  their 
locations.    A  detailed  description  of  the  architectural  rating  systems 
referred  to  in  Table  10  is  in  Appendix  G,  p.  269. 

Several  architectural  surveys  of  San  Francisco  include  the  YBC  area.    In  1976, 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  prepared  an  Architectural 
Inventory  for  the  entire  City  of  San  Francisco.    Buildings  were  rated  on  a 
scale  from  a  high  of  "5"  to  a  low  of  "0".    The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage  conducted  an  architectural  survey  and  resources 
inventory  (The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid 
Survivors,  San  Francisco's  Downtown  Architectural  Heritage  1979),  rating  all 
downtown  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1945  from  a  high  of  "A"  to  a  low  of 
"D".    The  Heritage  Survey  only  describes  and  rates  buildings  in  the  downtown 
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TABLE  10:        Historic  or  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings  in  YBC,  by 
Block** 


Name  and  Location 


CB-1 


2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 


Mercantile  Bldg. 
(originally  the  Aronson  Bldg.) 
700-710  Mission  St. 
Northwest  corner.  Mission  and 
Third  Sts. 

St.  Patrick's  Church 
756  Mission  St. 

St.  Patrick's  Church  Rectory 
760  Mission  St. 

GSA  (Veterans  Admin.)  Bldg.*** 
(formerly  Apparel  Center  Bldg.) 
49  Fourth  St. 

Jessie  Street  Substation 
222-226  Jessie  St. 


Heritage        Dept.  City 
Survey      Planning  Survey 
Rating  Rating   Notes 


ENR,  AS,  NRD 


ENR,  CL 


NR,  CL 


EB-1 

6.  Hess  Bldg. 
163-165  Jessie  St. 

7.  Hotel  Jessie 
167-179  Jessie  St. 

8.  Breen's 

71-77  Third  St. 

9.  81-85  Third  St. 

10.  Grace  Bldg. 
87-97  Third  St. 


Gallatin  Bdlg. 
674-676  Mission  St, 


11. 

12.    693  Mission  St. 


C 

C 

B 

C 
C 


ENR 
AS 


NRD,  ENR 


NRD,  ENR 


98 


V.    Environmental  Setting 


TABLE  10:  Historic  or  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings  in  the  YBC,  by 
Block**  (Continued) 


Name  and  Location 
EB-2 

13.    Williams  Building 
101  Third  St. 


Heritage  Dept.  City 

Survey  Planning  Survey 

Rating  Rating   Notes 

B  3                  NRD,  AS 


EB-3 

14.    Pacific  Telephone  Company* 
666  Folsom  St. 


SB-1 


15.    Senior  Activities  Center 
(Salvation  Army  Building) 
360  Fourth  St. 


ENR 


SB- 2 

16.    Pacific  Telephone  Building*  -  1 

northwest  corner,  Harrison  and 
Third  Sts. 

Notes 

ENR  =        a  building  eligible  for,  but  not  on,  the  National  Register 

NR    =        a  building  on  the  National  Register 

NRD  =        a  building  in  a  National  Register  historic  district 

CL    =        a  City  Landmark  building 

AS    =        a  building  on  the  City  Planning  Commission's  listing  of 

Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  (does 
not  include  City  Landmarks) 
See  Appendix  G,  p.  269,  for  a  description  of  the  these  rating  systems. 

*      indicates  a  building  constructed  after  1960. 

**     No  architecturally  or  historically  significant  buildings  are  known  to  be 

on  CB-2,  CB-3,  SB-2,  SB-4,  WB-1 ,  WB-2,  and  WB-3. 
***   The  GSA  Bldg.  has  been  determined  (on  January  8,  1981)  ineligible  for  the 

National  Register  by  the  Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer. 
****  St.  Patrick's  Church  was  not  rated  by  the  Dept.  of  City  Planning  because 

it  is  already  a  City  Landmark  (Landmark  #4,  designated  in  1968) 
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(Table  10  continued) 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Foundation  for 
San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid  Survivors,  California  Living 
Book,  1979;  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Architectural  Inventory 
1976;  E.  Handschin,  Environmental  Analyst,  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development,  written  communication  to  Louis  Wall,  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation,  November  19,  1980. 


portion  of  YBC  (i.e.  WB-1 ,  CB-1 ,  and  EB-1),  but  also  lists  buildings  that  may 
be  significant  in  the  rest  of  YBC  and  the  South  of  Market  area.    In  May  1980, 
the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  published  a  listing  of 
Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown  to 
encourage  preservation  of  structures  with  architectural  or  historic  merit  that 
are  not  designated  landmarks. 

Two  buildings  in  YBC  have  been  designated  as  City  Landmarks:    St.  Patrick's 
Church  at  756  Mission  St.  and  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  at  222  - 
226  Jessie  St.    Some  of  the  buildings  in  YBC  are  or  may  be  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places,  a  list  of  cultural  resources  which  are 
significant  in  architecture,  history,  and  culture  to  the  nation,  state,  or 
individual  locality  in  which  they  occur.    Buildings  may  either  be  significant 
by  themselves  or  as  part  of  a  group  of  buildings  which  form  a  historic 
district.    Three  buildings  on  Mission  St.  have  been  designated  as  a  historic 
district  (see  Table  10). 

The  GSA  (Veteran's  Administration)  Bldg.  at  49  Fourth  St.  was  not  included  in 
the  original  YBC  area.    Although  it  was  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  Survey,  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  General  Services  Administration 
have  determined  that  the  building  is  not  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.    A  more  complete  discussion  of  the  GSA  Bldg.  is 
presented  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  p.  39.    For  descriptions  of  and 
further  information  on  historic  buildings,  see  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  214  -  218e. 

FOOTNOTE 

/I/  Allen  Pastron,  Archael ogical  Consultant,  letter  dated  July  1  ,  1978. 
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VI.    Environmental  Impacts 


YI.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


Each  of  the  impact  categories  in  this  section  is  generally  organized  into  two 
subsections:    "The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives"  and 
"Variants."    In  the  first  subsection  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Main 
Program  are  compared  with  the  impacts  of  the  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D, 
analyzed  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Where  the  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  would 
differ  from  those  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  the  differences  are 
discussed.    Where  the  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  are  not  different  from  those 
of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  the  information  in  the  YBC  FEIR  is  summarized 
and  incorporated  by  reference. 

In  the  second  subsection,  "Variants,"  the  effects  of  four  variants  to  the  Main 
Program  are  compared  with  the  effects  of  the  Main  Program.    The  effects  of 
each  variant  are  discussed  only  where  differences  in  impacts  from  the  Main 
Program  would  occur. 


A.    LAND  USE,  ZONING,  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 
1.    LAND  USE 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Uses  and  square  footages  proposed  under  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main 
Program  are  shown  in  Table  2,  p.  35.    The  Main  Program  is  most  similar  to 
Alternative  A,  and  also  has  components  of  Alternative  B.    While  Alternative  A 
would  include  the  convention  center,  it  also  would  include  the  uses  designated 
by  the  Redevelopment  Plan:    1.2  million  sq.  ft.  of  light  industry,  7.75 
million  sq.  ft.  of  offices,  and  0.78  million  sq.  ft.  of  retail /commercial 
uses.    Alternative  A  would  also  provide  700  hotel  rooms;  none  of  the  other  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  would  provide  hotel  rooms.    Alternative  B  would  include  the 
convention  center  with  smaller  amounts  of  light  industry  and  office  uses  but 
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with  greater  amounts  of  housing.    Alternative  C  did  not  include  a  convention 
center  and  the  center's  accessory  uses,  but  would  have  set  aside  CB-2  and  CB-3 
entirely  for  park  use.    Alternative  C  would  be  the  least  densely  developed  of 
all  the  alternatives  with  0.5  million  sq.  ft.  in  light  industry  and  the  least 
amount  of  office  space  (2.6  million  sq.  ft.).    It  would  have  provided  for 
908,000  sq.  ft.  for  public  park  use  (the  only  alternative  that  would  do  so). 
Alternative  D  would  be  the  "no- action"  alternative;  that  is,  land  uses  in 
accordance  with  the  City  Planning  Code  Use  districts  would  occur.    Emphasis  in 
land  use  was  placed  on  the  following  uses:    office  space,  light  industry,  and 
downtown  support.    Alternative  D  would  provide  6.1  million  sq.  ft., 
4.7  million  sq.  ft.,  and  1.7  million  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  respectively,  for 
these  uses.    Alternative  D  would  have  provided  888  subsidized  dwelling  units, 
and  no  market-rate  dwelling  units  or  the  existing  convention  center. 

The  Main  Program  differs  from  Alternatives  A  and  B  primarily  in  the  inclusion 
of  2,200  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1;  700  are  rooms  proposed  for  CB-2  under 
Alternative  A,  the  only  YBC  FEIR  alternative  that  would  include  hotel  uses. 
The  hotel  rooms  are  would  serve  visitors  to  the  convention  center  and  the 
cultural  uses  within  YBC;  these  tourists  would  be  expected  to  visit  tourist 
attractions  outside  YBC  as  well.    Hotel  uses  on  CB-1  were  discussed  in  the 
First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pp.  47-51.    The  Main  Program  would  contain  more 
cultural  uses  and  more  exhibit  space  than  would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives.    It  would  have  fev/er  downtown  support  uses  and  light  industrial 
uses  (see  Table  2,  p.  35,  for  comparative  floor  area  and  number  of  units). 
Many  of  the  uses  proposed  for  CB-2  in  the  Main  Program  would  be  similar  to  the 
recreation/ entertainment  park  uses  proposed  for  that  block  in  Alternative  B. 

The  Main  Program  would  have  about  12  more  subsidized  dwelling  units  than  would 
Alternative  A  or  D,  and  the  number  of  market-rate  dwelling  units  would  be 
about  twice  (1,970)  the  amount  of  market-rate  housing  proposed  under 
Alternative  C,  which  would  have  the  greatest  amount  of  market-rate  housing 
(1,000  units)  of  any  of  the  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  proposed  increase 
in  market-rate  dwelling  units  would  provide  approximately  a  2:1  ratio  of 
market-rate  to  subsidized  housing  in  all  of  YBC  under  the  Main  Program. 
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On  CB-1  ,  10,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space,  as  well  as  retail  and  office  space, 
would  occupy  the  restored  Jessie  St.  Substation,  accessible  to  pedestrian 
traffic  on  the  pedestrian  plaza  that  would  connect  CB-1  with  the  Moscone 
Center.    The  Jessie  St.  Substation  would  contain  office  and  retail  commercial 
space  under  the  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    On  CB-2  there  would  be  about 
1  ,500  spaces  of  private  accessory  parking,  likely  to  be  in  one  or  more  parking 
levels  underground,  120,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  and  90,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail 
space,  about  135,000  sq.  ft.  of  amusement,  receration  and  entertainment  uses, 
and  a  100,000-sq.-ft.  underground  ballroom  and  exhibit  space.    These  uses,  and 
the  2,200  hotel  rooms  proposed  for  CB-1,  would  complement  the  convention 
center  and  contribute  to  making  the  Central  Blocks  an  active  visitor  center. 
The  retail  and  cultural  uses  on  CB-2,  in  conjunction  with  the  active  open 
space,  are  similar  in  concept  to  the  400,000  and  303,000  sq.  ft.  of  commercial 
entertainment  use  that  would  be  provided  under  Alternatives  A  and  B, 
respectively.    In  accordance  with  the  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ), 
April,  1980,  p.  21,  building  coverage  on  CB-2  is  limited  to  40%  in  order  to 
ensure  a  park-like  environment.    A  group  of  outdoor  gardens,  a  children's 
garden  or  a  contemplative  garden,  for  example,  are  being  considered  for  this 
active  open  space.    These  could  include  outdoor  performance  areas.    The  RFQ 
(p.  21)  limits  building  heights  on  CB-2  to  80  ft. 

On  CB-3  10,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  uses,  120,000  sq.  ft.  of 
amusement/ recreation/ entertainment  uses  and  30,000  sq.  ft.  of 
retail/commercial  uses  would  be  placed  on  the  convention  center  roof.  Similar 
to  Alternatives  A  or  B  for  CB-3,  the  convention  center  would  remain  the 
dominant  use  on  the  block  under  the  Main  Program.    YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  A,  B, 
and  C  would  make  the  surface  of  CB-3  a  completely  open,  landscaped  area. 
Alternative  D  did  not  include  the  existing  convention  center  and  would  allow 
full  build  up  of  the  surface  of  CB-3.    Under  a  variant  to  Alternative  B, 
recreation/ entertainment  uses  would  be  provided  on  the  roof-top  of  the 
convention  center;  this  is  described  on  p.  48  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  Main 
Program  uses  would  introduce  above-ground  structures  on  up  to  60%  of  the 
convention  center  roof  area.    About  40%  of  the  area  would  be  park  (a  condition 
of  the  RFQ,  April,  1980,  p.  21).    Also  in  accordance  with  the  RFQ,  building 
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heights  would  be  limited  to  60  ft.    The  height  of  some  buildings  on  the  block 
would  probably  be  less  because  the  roof  design  of  the  convention  center  can 
accommodate,  at  most,  the  weight  of  a  three-story  steel -framed  structure, 
about  30  to  40  ft.  high  (RFQ,  p.  17).    Taller  structures  would  have  to  be  of  a 
lighter- weight  construction.    The  new  cultural  and  recreational  attractions  on 
the  block  would  complement  the  convention  center  and  the  proposed  uses  on  CB-2 
by  attracting  people  to  the  block  at  times  when  no  convention  activities  would 
be  taking  place . 

Under  the  Main  Program,  EB-1  would  contain  office  and  retail  uses  similar  to 
Alternative  A.    About  200,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space,  possibly  a  major 
museum,  is  proposed  on  EB-2  under  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants  only. 
Combined  with  the  700,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  proposed,  the  total  cultural 
and  office  space  on  EB-2  would  be  about  the  same  floor  area  as  is  proposed  as 
office  space  only  under  Alternative  B  (910,500  sq.  ft.)  and  as  a  combination 
of  office  (803,500  sq.  ft.)  and  downtown  support  service  space  (123,000  sq. 
ft.)  under  Alternative  D.    It  would  be  less  than  the  1  ,297,000  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space  proposed  for  the  block  under  Alternative  A.    Under  the  Main 
Program,  office  space  v/ould  continue  to  be  the  dominant  use  on  the  block. 
Under  the  Main  Program,  the  block  would  contain  office  uses,  private  parking, 
retail /commercial  space,  and,  as  under  Alternative  C,  300  market-rate  dwelling 
units.    The  cultural  space  would  make  EB-2  a  visitor  center,  in  conjunction 
with  the  convention  center  and  rooftop  uses  on  CB-3  and  the  cultural,  retail 
and  active  open  space  proposed  on  CB-2  across  Third  St.,  attracting  local  and 
regional  visitors  and  tourists  from  the  convention  center  and  hotels  proposed 
within  YBC  and  located  elsewhere  in  the  City.    EB-3  would  contain  office, 
parking  and  housing  (300  units)  uses  similar  to  Alternative  C  (200  units),  but 
none  of  the  downtown  support  services  included  in  all  four  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives. 

On  SB-2,  the  Main  Program  proposes  200  subsidized  dwelling  units,  800  public 
parking  spaces,  320  market-rate  dwelling  units  and  35,000  sq.  ft.  of 
retail /commercial  space  in  addition  to  the  office,  light  industrial,  downtown 
support  uses  and  147  units  of  subsidized  housing  existing  on  the  block.  The 
proposed  uses  would  be  similar  to  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  in  preserving  the 


105 


VI.    Environmental  Impacts 


mixed-use  aspect  of  the  block.    The  Main  Program  proposes  less  total  building 
area  (about  1.1  million  total  sq.  ft.  of  uses)  for  SB-2  than  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A  and  D  (about  1.5  million  sq.  ft.  of  uses).    Because  the 
proposed  market-rate  housing  would  increase  the  total  housing  on  SB-2  (from 
340  units  in  Alternatives  A  and  D  and  460  units  in  Alternatives  B  and  C  to 
about  667  units  under  the  Main  Program),  some  additional  demand  for  supporting 
retail/commercial  services  and  facilities  would  be  created.    This  would  be 
supplied  by  the  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail /commercial  proposed  as  a  new  use  on 
the  block,  provided  the  space  is  occupied  by  neighborhood- serving 
establishments.    Such  space  would  allow  the  elderly  and  low-income  groups  to 
have  nearby  retail  services  available.    The  proposed  market-rate  housing  would 
provide  additional  clientele  for  both  existing  and  proposed  retail /commercial 
uses.    Market-rate  housing  units  would  be  introduced  on  SB-2,  and  also  on  SB-3 
(about  650  units)  where  previously  only  subsidized  units  had  been  planned;  the 
result  would  be  to  diversify  socioeconomic  groups  on  the  two  blocks.  The 
public  parking  spaces  would  provide  support  for  the  convention  center  on  the 
adjacent  block  (CB-3),  and  the  cultural  facilities  planned  for  YBC.  The 
public  parking  would  also  partially  compensate  for  existing  temporary  public 
parking,  which  would  be  lost  when  other  blocks  in  YBC  are  developed.  SB-4 
would  contain  a  private  high  school,  replacing  part  of  the  light  industrial 
space  proposed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives;  the  high  school  is  discussed  in 
the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pp.  104-5. 

Variants 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/I ncreased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1, 
would  provide  900,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  400,000  sq.  ft.  more  than  the 
Main  Program,  and  reduce  market-rate  housing  from  500  units  proposed  for  the 
block  in  the  Main  Program  to  200  units.  It  would  provide  290,000  sq.  ft.  of 
retail /coninercial  space  including  a  major  department  store,  as  compared  with 
200,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail /commercial  space  under  the  Main  Program.  The 
reduction  of  housing  units  would  result  in  less  housing  in  an  area  within 
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walking  distance  of  the  Financial  and  Retail  districts.    This  area  may  be 
considered  a  desirable  place  to  live  because  of  its  proximity  to  the  principal 
areas  of  employment  and  shopping  in  San  Francisco.    Possible  conflicts  between 
visitor  and  residential  use  (refer  to  p.  42  of  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement) 
would  be  lessened  because  there  would  be  fewer  housing  units  on  the  block. 

The  added  amount  of  office  and  retail  space  (400,000  more  sq.  ft.  office  and 
90  ,  000  more  sq.  ft.  retail)  would  bring  additional  daytime  employees  and 
shoppers  to  the  block.    This  would  result  in  more  pedestrian  use  of  the 
sidewalks,  greater  use  of  public  areas,  increased  demand  for  restaurant  and 
food  service  outlets,  and  additional  parking  and  public  transportation 
requirements  than  would  the  Main  Program.    These  additional  demands  would 
result  in  greater  use  of  nearby  public  spaces  with  visitors  using  or  visiting 
the  open  spaces  proposed  for  CB-2  and  the  rooftop  of  the  Moscone  Convention 
Center  on  CB-3,  especially  during  the  morning  and  lunch  hours.    The  proposed 
department  store  on  CB-1  would  mean  less  space  would  be  available  for  small 
retailers  on  the  block.    It  might  serve  to  reinforce  the  Retail  District  on 
the  south  side  of  Market  St.  by  providing  a  major  depart^ment  store  one  block 
east  of  the  Emporium. 

Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  would  result  in  no  housing  on  the 
block  (the  Main  Program  would  provide  500  units).    Even  though  there  would  be 
no  residents  on  the  block,  resident- serving  services  and  activities  may  be 
needed  nearby  to  serve  residents  on  neighboring  blocks  (EB-2  and  CB-2,  for 
example).    There  would  be  no  residential  and  visitor  use  conflicts  as 
described  on  pp.  42  -  43  of  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement. 

Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  calls  for  300  housing  units  in 
addition  to  the  Main  Program  uses  for  CB-2.    The  land  use  in  this  variant 
would  be  most  similar  to  those  proposed  for  the  block  under  Alternative  B  (see 
Table  2,  p.  35  and  pp.  220  -  221  of  the  YBC  FEIR).    However,  this  variant 
differs  from  Alternative  B  in  that  it  proposes  no  office  space  and  only  60%  of 
the  retail  commercial  space  proposed  under  Alternative  B.    It  would  also  have 
250  more  market-rate  housing  units  than  would  Alternative  B,  which  proposed  50 
dwelling  units.    The  proposed  300  housing  units  on  CB-2  would  create 
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additional  building  density  on  the  block  over  that  for  the  Main  Program.  The 
300  dwelling  units,  representing  a  roughly  11%  increase  to  the  total  housing 
for  the  Main  Program,  v/ould  add  to  the  demand  for  supporting  retail/commercial 
services  and  facilities.    Neighborhood-serving  retail /commercial  uses  are 
proposed  for  SB-2,  about  two  blocks  away;  some  of  the  retail  space  proposed 
CB-1  and  CB-2  could  be  neighborhood  serving.    Some  land-use  conflicts  could 
occur  between  residents  and  visitors  on  CB-2.    The  occurence  of  major  events 
on  CB-2,  such  as  concerts  or  art  exhibits,  may  result  in  large  crowds,  long 
lines,  traffic  congestion  and  competition  for  parking  spaces.    Since  CB-2 
would  also  serve  as  the  primary  pedestrian  route  between  the  convention  center 
and  hotels  on  CB-1  and  area  north  of  Market  St.,  heavy  crowds  would  also  occur 
on  CB-2  whenever  a  convention  was  held  at  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention 
Center.    These  crowds  could  cause  CB-2  residents  to  feel  that  they  had  little 
privacy  or  neighborhood  community.    Should  housing  on  CB-2  be  placed  along 
CB-2's  northern  and  eastern  edges,  it  would  relate  to  other  market-rate 
housing  proposed  on  CB-1  and  EB-2.    This  could  contribute  to  a  sense  of 
security  and  neighborhood  in  a  market-rate  housing  community  in  YBC. 

Should  housing  be  built  on  CB-2  so  as  to  appear  to  narrowly  enclose  "gardens" 
uses  or  other  public  spaces,  the  residential  uses  might  appear  to  exert  a 
territorial  claim  on  this  open  space.    Visitors  might  be  reluctant  to  enter 
and  use  public  areas  that  appear  to  be  designated  for  private  residential  use. 

In  Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  on  EB-2,  the  number 
of  dwelling  units  would  be  increased  from  300  to  700  and  office  space  would  be 
decreased  from  700,000  sq.  ft.  to  300,000  sq.  ft.    Assuming  the  floor  space  of 
the  400  additional  units  would  be  about  equivalent  to  the  reduction  in  office 
space  (400,000  sq.  ft.)  the  gross  floor  space  would  not  differ  from  the  Main 
Program.    Other  land  use  impacts  due  to  the  additional  housing  units  would  be 
similar  to  that  described  on  p.  107,  relating  to  land  use  impacts  for  CB-2, 
Variant  C.    Housing  near  a  museum  or  other  cultural  facility  might  result  in 
residents  being  affected  by  parking  and  traffic  congestion  and  lines  of 
people,  should  a  major  exhibition  be  staged  there;  these  inconveniences  would 
also  occur  should  there  be  a  major  event  at  the  assembly  spaces  proposed  for 
CB-2.  Increased  housing  on  the  block  could  contribute  to  a  greater  sense  of 
neighborhood  and  community  security  on  the  block. 
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Land  Use  in  the  Vicinity  of  YBC 

Full  build-out  of  the  Main  Program  v/ould  bring  with  it  a  population  of  office 
workers,  visitors  (to  the  existing  George  Moscone  Convention  Center,  and  to 
the  proposed  "gardens"  on  CB-2,  the  commercial  entertainment  and  amusement 
uses,  the  cultural  uses  and  the  retail  commercial  uses)  and  permanent 
residents  (in  1,970  market-rate  dwelling  units  and  900  subsidized  dwelling 
units).    The  project  would  also  bring  new  structures,  recreational  and 
cultural  facilities  and  public  open  spaces.    The  new  residents,  visitors  and 
conventioneers  would  have  demands  for  retail -commercial  services  which  could 
induce  some  merchants  within  the  study  subareas  to  offer  tourist-serving 
retail  goods  and  services,  or  goods  and  services  aimed  at  the  new  residents. 
The  construction  of  new  buildings  and  facilities  would  be  likely  to  improve 
potential  land-buyers'  perceptions  of  the  area.    For  ease  of  discussion,  these 
possible  catalysts  for  land  use  changes  in  the  study  subareas  adjacent  to  YBC 
can  be  grouped  into  two  categories:    1)  retail -commercial  demand  effects, 
caused  by  YBC  residents  and  visitors  who  would  be  willing  to  pay  for  certain 
services  within  walking  distance  of  YBC,  and  2)  land  use  attractor  effects, 
caused  by  introducing  land  uses  which  may  attract  similar  uses  to  adjacent 
areas. 

Competition  for  residential-serving  retail  space  is  likely  to  be  the  primary 
retail -commercial  demand  effect.    As  new  residents  with  different  tastes  and 
preferences  move  into  both  YBC  and  the  vicinity,  some  of  the  pawn  shops,  small 
bars,  liquor  stores,  used-merchandise  stores,  and  other  small  retail 
establishments  that  service  the  current  neighborhood  residents  in  the  western 
subarea  would  probably  be  displaced  in  favor  of  more  traditional 
neighborhood-serving  establishments,  such  as  a  laundromat  or  large  grocery 
store.    The  extent  of  this  displacement  would  depend  on  the  number  of  new 
residents  in  YBC,  their  income  levels  and  the  proximity  of  the  new  residences 
to  retail -commercial  establishments  both  inside  and  outside  of  YBC.  Because 
the  Main  Program  v/ould  bring  more  market-rate  housing  to  YBC  than  would  any  of 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  its  potential  to  encourage  retail -commercial 
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conversion  in  the  western  subarea  would  be  greatest.    This  potential  would  be 
greater  under  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  and  under  Variant  D, 
the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2.    It  is  likely  that  some 
of  the  retail -commercial  space  proposed  under  the  Main  Program  and  its 
variants  would  be  resident-serving  (the  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail-commercial 
use  proposed  for  SB-2,  for  example);  the  exact  total  amount  dedicated  to  this 
particular  use  has  not  yet  been  determined.    This  space  would  be  likely  to 
absorb  most  of  the  demand  of  residents  nearest  to  it.    Residents  of  the 
market-rate  housing  on  CB-1 ,  CB-2  (under  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2),  SB-2, 
SB-3  and  EB-2,  and  elderly  residents  of  the  subsidized  housing  on  WB-3  and 
SB-2,  however,  would  probably  patronize  retail -commercial  establishments  to 
the  west,  if  such  establishments  offered  better  prices  or  services  not  found 
in  YBC.    Merchants  within  walking  distance  (about  2000  ft.)  of  YBC's  western 
boundary  might  convert  to  uses  able  to  compete  for  this  business.  This 
"walking  distance"  would  extend  to  Sixth  St. 

It  is  likely  that  visitors  and  office  workers  would  generally  satisfy  their 
retail -commercial  needs  inside  YBC  because  restaurants,  cafes  and  shops  would 
be  provided  within  YBC  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  (as  well  as  part  of 
Alternative  A  or  B).    These  office  workers  and  visitors  would  also  have  little 
reason  to  cross  through  the  area  west  of  YBC  on  foot,  as  their  major 
destinations  outside  of  YBC,  such  as  the  Union  Square  area  or  mass  transit  on 
Market  and  Mission  Sts.,  are  most  easily  reached  by  using  the  north- south 
pedestrian  plaza  in  YBC.    Alternatives  C  and  D  would  provide  comparatively  few 
of  these  retail -commercial  services;  park  visitors  under  Alternative  C  and 
office  workers  under  Alternative  D  may  be  encouraged  to  regularly  patronize 
establishments  up  to  two  blocks  away  from  YBC,  particularly  in  the  vicinity  of 
Market  and  Mission  Sts. 

Some  conventioneers  attending  conventions  at  the  Moscone  Center  on  CB-3  would 
regularly  walk  between  their  hotels  and  the  convention  center.    Most  of  the 
conventioneers  would  be  likely  to  stay  in  the  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1  (provided 
under  the  Main  Program),  in  the  Union  Square  hotel  district  or  in  the  Hilton 
Hotel,  proposed  Ramada  and  Holiday  Inn  near  Fifth  St.  North  and  Ellis  St.  (see 
Figure  3,  p.  15).    Although  some  conventioneers  may  choose  to  walk  up 
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Fourth  St.  to  some  of  these  hotels,  the  most  direct  path  to  the  hotels  near 
Fifth  St.    North  from  C3-3  would  be  to  walk  west  on  Howard  St.  then  north  on 
Fifth  St.    Neighborhood- serving  uses  along  this  route  are  a  liquor  store 
(198  Fifth  St.),  a  produce  market  containing  several  small  luncheon  counters 
(Giannini's  Food  Fair  at  75-79  Fifth  St.),  a  barber  shop  (Ray's  Barber  Service 
at  31  Fifth  St.),  and  a  liquor/grocery  store  (40  Fifth  St.).    Although  several 
cafes  and  small  shops  already  exist  along  this  route,  the  neighborhood- serving 
store  owners  may  choose  to  compete  for  the  conventioneer  business  if  they 
perceive  sufficient  foot  traffic.    The  effects  of  pedestrian  traffic  between 
the  convention  center  and  hotels  will  occur  regardless  of  whether  the  Main 
Program,  its  variants,  or  another  alternative  is  implemented,  because  the 
convention  center  has  been  constructed  and  is  now  in  use.    Alternative  A, 
which  would  provide  700  hotel  rooms  in  YBC,  and  Alternatives  B,  C  and  D,  which 
would  provide  no  hotel  rooms  in  YBC,  would  have  greater  convention-pedestrian 
effects  on  retail  uses  west  of  YBC  than  would  the  Main  Program,  because  the 
2200  hotel  rooms  proposed  on  CB-1  under  the  Main  Program  would  attract  many 
pedestrians  directly  north  from  the  Convention  Center. 

Development  proposed  for  YBC  under  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  would  act  as  a  set  of  land  use  attractors.    Uses  at  the  edges  of 
YBC  might  tend  to  encourage  development  of  similar  uses  nearby.    The  greatest 
potential  effect  would  be  on  the  western  subarea,  which  contains  run-down 
structures  and  underutilized  parcels,  and  which  has  experienced  little  growth 
or  new  development  (see  Sales  Trends,  above).    The  kinds  of  land  uses 
attracted  along  YBC's  western  edge  are  likely  to  be  the  same  for  all  the  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main  Program.    This  would  be  because  most  of  the 
uses  along  YBC's  western  edge  such  as  the  Downtown  Community  College,  Yerba 
Buena  West  office  building  and  Woolf  House  residences,  are  existing  and  to 
remain  under  all  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main  Program. 

YBC's  concentration  of  new  housing  in  its  southwestern  corner,  WB-3  and  SB-2, 
(see  Figure  8,  p.  38),  as  well  as  the  Silvercrest  Residence  adjacent  to  SB-1 
and  the  Alexis  Apartments  adjacent  to  WB-3,  could  encourage  construction  of 
new  or  renovated  housing  along  the  western  subarea 's  southern  sidestreets: 
Clara,  Shipley,  Clementina  and  Tehama  Sts.    Much  of  the  Main  Program's  housing 
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on  WB-3  and  SB-2  has  been  constructed;  535  units  exist  and  590  units  remain  to 
be  built.    Since  little  residential  land  value  speculation,  if  any,  has 
occurred  in  response  to  the  existing  units  (see  Sales  Trends,  p.  56),  it  is 
not  clear  whether  or  not  the  units  remaining  to  be  built  would  encourage  this 
speculation  (and  resulting  renovation  and  new  construction).    The  housing  in 
YBC  nearest  the  western  subarea  would  be  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly; 
this  stable  elderly  community  could  contribute  to  making  the  area  attractive 
to  residential  developers.    This  attractiveness  is  likely  to  be  enhanced  by 
the  provision  of  market-rate  units  nearby  on  CB-1 ,  CB-2  (under  Variant  C,  the 
Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  only)  and  the  eastern  portion  of  SB-2.    In  addition, 
potential  homebuyers  and  renters  could  recognize  the  natural  advantages  of  the 
area  (proximity  to  the  downtown  workplace  and  comparatively  low  property 
values  and  rents)  as  well  as  the  benefits  of  the  adjoining  YBC  (added  open 
space,  recreational,  and  cultural  amenities).    Should  these  people  enter  the 
market,  they  would  be  willing  to  pay  more  for  housing  and  retail-commercial 
services  than  current  area  residents  are  able  to  afford.    Current  residents, 
primarily  Filipino  families,  who  may  be  at  a  competitive  disadvantage  in  such 
a  market,  might  be  displaced. 

It  is  likely  that  these  effects  would  eventually  occur  with  or  without 
development  in  YBC;  continuing  downtown  office  growth  and  its  accompanying 
housing  demand  would  probably  be  sufficient  in  the  long  run  to  induce  real 
estate  speculation  in  the  area  west  of  YBC.    The  YBC  Main  Program  would  be 
likely  to  act  as  a  catalyst  in  this  process  of  housing  development,  inducing 
these  changes  more  quickly  than  would  other  market  forces  alone.  Alternatives 
B  and  C,  however,  which  propose  more  housing  along  YBC's  western  edge  than 

does  the  Main  Program,  might  accelerate  the  trend  even  more  than  would  the 
Main  Program  towards  housing  renovation  and  development  in  the  western  subarea. 

Demolition  or  conversion  of  residential  hotels  to  other  uses  as  a  result  of 
land  value  speculation  is  discouraged  by  the  Residential  Hotel  Conversion 
Ordinance  (Ordinance  330-81).    Since  changes  in  use  of  residential  hotels  are 
not  allowed,  land  speculation  is  constrained.    The  City's  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection  has  not  received  any  complaints  of  illegal  conversions  since  the 
ordinance  was  enacted. /2/    It  is  likely  that  the  "Skid  Row"  image  of  the 
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residential  hotel  neighborhood  has  contributed  to  retarding  speculation 
there.    In  the  long  run,  there  appear  to  be  few  incentives  to  make  major 
rehabilitation,  or  even  routine  repairs,  for  these  hotels.    The  SPUR  study 
states  that  in  order  to  alleviate  this  potential  problem,  and  to  avert 
long-run  market  pressures  on  these  buildings,  public  action  may  be  necessary 
to  protect  residential  hotels  as  permanent  low-income  housing  in  the  area  west 
of  YBC./l/    Rehabilitation  of  residential  hotels  is  a  cost-effective  means  of 
providing  low-  and  moderate -in come  housing.    In  Portland,  nonprofit 
organizations  and  private  owners,  with  public  assistance,  have  rehabilitated 
several  hotels  for  $500  to  $5,000  per  unit,  which  compares  favorably  with  the 
$50,000  to  $100,000  per-unit  cost  of  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (HUD)  Section  8  Substantial  Rehabilitation  /  New  Construction 
programs. /3/ 

The  impact  of  residential  property  speculation  on  lov/- income  apartment  units 
in  the  area  west  of  YBC  might  be  partially  controlled  by  the  City's  Rent 
Stabilization  Ordinance  (Number  276-79).    This  ordinance  was  orginally  passed 
in  1979,  but  was  strengthened  by  an  amendment  that  became  effective 
April  1  ,  1982.    Previously,  it  was  the  tenant's  responsibility  to  file  a 
complaint  when  a  landlord  increased  his  rent  by  more  than  7%,  the  ceiling  set 
by  the  ordinance.    This  program  tended  to  help  people  who  were  aware  of  their 
rights.    The  recent  rent  stabilization  amendment  changes  the  burden  from 
tenants  to  landlords;  landlords  must  first  obtain  permission  from  the  Rent 
Stabilization  Board  before  increasing  rents  more  than  1%  per  year.  This 
change  is  likely  to  benefit  low-income  renters  west  of  YBC,  although  it  is  not 
yet  known  to  what  extent.    Landlords  would  continue  to  be  exempt  from  the  1% 
ceiling,  however,  if  there  is  a  change  of  occupancy,  or  if  the  unit  affected 
is  in  an  owner-occupied  building  containing  fewer  than  four  units. 

Development  of  970  market-rate  housing  units  on  SB-2  and  SB-3  as  part  of  the 
Main  Program  could  encourage  similar  development  south  of  the  James  Lick 
Skyway  in  the  South  Park  area.    Some  buildings  in  the  South  Park  area  are 
already  undergoing  renovation. /I/   This  area  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area,  which  will  contain  about  2,200 
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residential  units  as  well  as  neighborhood-serving  commercial  uses.    The  direct 
influence  of  YBC  on  South  Park  is  likely  to  be  diminished  somewhat  by  the 
James  Lick  Skyway,  which  would  act  as  a  psychological  barrier  between  the  two 
areas.    South  Park  would  probably  receive  more  pressure  for  rennovation  from 
the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Park  Redevelopment  project  than  from  YBC. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  construction  of  1  ,950  units  of  market-rate 
housing  (as  well  as  provision  of  900  units  of  proposed  and  existing  subsidized 
housing)  within  YBC  under  the  Main  Program  would  increase  the  total  supply  of 
housing  in  San  Francisco.    Even  though  location  of  this  housing  within  YBC 
could  increase  the  potential  for  further  housing  development  in  the  South  of 
Market  area,  it  would  decrease  the  likelihood  of  such  an  occurence  elsewhere 
in  the  City  by  relieving  some  of  the  housing  demand  pressure.    The  Main 
Program  would  supply  more  housing  than  would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 

It  is  likely  that  office  growth  would  continue  to  be  confined  to  areas  east 
and  south  of  YBC,  although  some  new  office  development  is  planned  for  the 
South  Van  Ness  area.    Some  conversions  of  manufacturing  and  light  industial 
space  west  of  YBC  may  occur,  because  these  parcels  could  yield  greater 
economic  returns  if  converted  to  more  intensive  land  uses.    More  intensive 
land  uses  are  reflected  to  a  certain  degree  in  prevailing  market  rents.  "The 
annual  rent  levels  for  office  space  in  the  South  of  Market  (averaging  $12  to 
$15  per  sq.  ft.  per  year)  are  still  considerably  lov/er  than  downtown  office 
rents,  but  they  are  twice  the  maximum  which  industrial  users  can  afford  to  pay 
($5  to  $6  per  square  foot)."/4/   The  attractiveness  of  this  space  as  office 
space  is  limited,  however,  because  of  land  use,  height  and  bulk  controls. 
Office  development  east  of  YBC  would  continue  to  occur  with  or  without  the 
Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  Main  Program  and  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  could  contribute  to  rising  land  values  in  the  area  by 
increasing  the  attractiveness  of  the  area  to  other  developers.    Alternatives  A 
and  D,  both  of  which  would  have  more  office  space  (90%  more  and  ^^%  more, 
respectively)  than  the  Main  Program,  might  have  a  greater  influence  on  office 
space  speculation  east  of  YBC  than  would  the  Main  Program.    On  the  other  hand, 
as  increased  supply  tends  to  fulfill  existing  demand,  there  could  be  less  pent 
up  demand  for  additional  office  space. 
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The  area  south  of  the  James  Lick  Freeway,  west  of  Third  St.  and  north  of 
Townsend  St.  has  many  parcels  containing  manufacturing,  light  industrial  and 
downtown  support  (such  as  print  shops,  repair  shops  and  equipment  supply 
stores)  uses.    This  area  is  vulnerable  to  office  conversions,  a  trend  which 
has  already  begun. /5/   The  Department  of  City  Planning,  concerned  about  the 
possible  loss  of  the  the  City's  blue-collar  employment  base,  introduced  to  the 
City  Planning  Commission  on  January  26,  1982  a  proposal  to  establish 
industrial  conservation  zones  in  the  area.    This  proposal  was  returned  to 
Department  of  City  Planning  staff  for  revisions.    Although  not  yet  definite, 
it  is  likely  that  the  revised  proposal  would  establish  zones  where  space  would 
be  reserved  for  industrial  uses  by  excluding  competing  land  uses./5/  The 
effects  of  YBC  on  this  vulnerable  industrial  area  are  difficult  to  estimate: 
most  of  the  Main  Program's  office  space  would  be  concentrated  along  its 
northern  and  eastern  edges,  away  from  South  of  Market's  industrial  areas.  YBC 
is  also  separated  from  these  areas  by  the  James  Lick  Skyway.    Alternatives  A 
and  D,  which  would  contain  more  office  space  than  the  Main  Program,  could 
contribute  a  greater  office  conversion  stimulus  to  the  area  than  would  the 
Main  Program.    However,  implementation  of  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  would  probably  contribute  somewhat  to  land  value  speculation 
in  the  area.    Other  South  of  Market  projects,  such  as  the  Rincon  Point  -  South 
Beach  Redevelopment  project  and  the  Mission  Bay  proposal  (Southern  Pacific), 
would  be  likely  to  have  greater  and  more  direct  effects  on  industrial  land 
speculation  than  would  development  of  YBC./5/ 

2.    LAND  USE  DESIGNATIONS  AND  ZONING 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives. 

Development  within  YBC  must  conform  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan/6/;  it  is  not 
required  to  conform  with  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  Redevelopment  Plan  for 
Yerba  Buena  Center  contains  all  the  physical  development  provisions  of  the 
City  Planning  Code  applicable  at  the  time  the  Redevelopment  Plan  was  adopted 
(August  13,  1979),  except  the  bulk  restrictions.    The  limitations  on  floor 
area  bonuses  contained  in  the  Interim  Controls,  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
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Supervisors  after  the  Redevelopment  Plan  was  approved,  do  not  apply  in  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Project  Area.    The  Main  Program  conforms  with  the  standards  for 
development  as  identified  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  (YBC  Redevelopment  Plan, 
pp.  5-9,  and  the  Redevelopment  Plan  Map,  amended  1981;  see  Figure  10,  p.  59). 

As  a  point  of  information,  the  proposed  uses  and  rehabilitation  of  structures 
would  be  permitted  uses  under  the  City's  zoning  regulations.    Housing  is  a 
permitted  use  in  the  C-3-0  and  C-3-R  districts;  housing  is  permitted  as  a 
Conditional  Use  in  the  C-3-S  and  M-1  districts  upon  authorization  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission. 

3.    VISUAL  IMPACTS 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  Main  Program  would  be,  visually,  most  similar  to  Alternative  B,  because  of 
the  similarity  of  uses  on  CB-2  and  CB-3  and  total  floor  space  to  be  provided. 
The  discussion  of  visual  impacts  of  Alternative  B,  described  on  pp.  229  -  230 
of  the  YBC  FEIR,  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference.    The  visual  impacts  of 
other  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  are  discussed  on  pp.  225  -  232  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

As  with  all  the  alternatives  for  YBC,  the  visual  impacts  of  the  Main  Program, 
by  1988,  would  differ  from  the  present  visual  setting.    By  1988,  it  is  assumed 
that  all  the  development  would  have  taken  place  and  vacant  buildings  and 
temporary  parking  areas  would  be  replaced  by  various  new  medium-  (four  to  six 
stories)  and  high-rise  (over  six  stories)  buildings.    The  change  would  not 
only  be  visible  to  passing  pedestrians,  but  also  from  distant  points  (e.g. 
Potrero  Hill,  Twin  Peaks)  that  look  down  on  YBC.    Sidewalks  could  be  wider 
than  the  present  sidewalks  and  street  trees  and  landscaped  areas  would  provide 
an  improved  street-level  appearance.    The  focal  point  of  YBC  would  be  the 
Central  Blocks  because,  as  a  unit,  they  occupy  the  most  surface  area  in  YBC, 
and  are  adjacent  to  all  other  YBC  blocks  except  SB-4.    Most  of  the  other 
blocks  would  have  a  street  front  facing  the  Central  Blocks.    The  dominant  use 
or  uses  of  the  Central  Blocks  would  influence  the  uses  on  these  adjacent 
blocks. 
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The  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  would  act  as  a  visual  terminus  for  the 
continuing  line  of  pedestrian  plazas  on  CB-1  and  CB-2.    The  RFQ  required 
certain  building  coverage  and  height  limits  to  be  observed.    These  are 
described  in  the  Land  Use  Impact  section  of  this  document,  p.  104.    On  CB-1, 
the  Main  Program  would  produce  a  building  density  similar  to  that  of 
Alternative  A.    The  buildings,  which  would  be  hotels,  housing,  office  and 
retail  space,  would  be  high-rise  structures  at  the  periphery  of  the  block 
along  Market,  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.    The  pedestrian  plaza  would  occupy  the 
central  portion  of  CB-1,  from  Market  to  Mission  Sts.    The  view  of  the  block 
from  CB-2  would  be  of  a  wide,  covered  pedestrian  walkway  at  ground  or  slightly 
above-ground  level,  surrounded  by  high-rise  hotel,  residential  and  office 
buildings.    The  low-rise  buildings  adjacent  to  the  pedestrian  concourse  or 
plaza  would  include  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  and  St.  Patrick's  Church. 
Continuous  highrise  buildings  at  the  edges  of  CB-1  could  give  the  block  an 
imposing  appearance  from  Market,  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.    Any  entrances  to  the 
block  that  do  not  visually  stand  out  could  appear  uninviting.    Once  within  the 
block,  however,  the  low-density  and  open-space  central  corridor  visually 
connecting  CB-1,  CB-2  and  CB-3  would  invite  the  pedestrian  further  into  YBC. 

The  building  coverage  on  CB-2,  in  accordance  with  the  RFQ,  would  be  limited  to 
40%.    The  pedestrian  link  to  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  would  be  continued 
from  Market  St.  along  the  central  core  of  the  block  between  Mission  and 
Howard  Sts.    An  elevated  pedestrian  walkway  from  CB-2  to  CB-3  would  be 
likely.    Sixty  per  cent  the  land  on  CB-2  would  be  in  form  of  "gardens"  uses; 
landscaping  would  include  grasses,  shrubs  and  bushes,  art  work  and  sitting 
areas.    The  open  expanse  provided  in  this  area  would  provide  visual  relief 
from  the  surrounding  urban  uses  and  the  opportunity  for  the  visitor,  resident, 
or  employee  take  leisurely  walks,  lunches,  or  watch  performances.  Depending 
on  exact  building  layout  of  uses  on  CB-2,  the  entrance  of  the  Moscone 
Convention  Center  could  be  visible  to  viewers  located  at  Mission  St.  and  would 
be  enhanced  by  the  landscaped  areas  provided  on  CB-2.    Building  heights  would 
be  limited  to  80  ft.    The  block  would  be  less  intensely  built-up  than  under 
alternatives  A  and  D,  but  similar  to  the  build-up  in  Alternative  B.  The 
proposed  Main  Program  uses  for  this  block  would  be  more  intense  than 
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Alternative  C,  which  proposed  a  454,000- sq- ft.  park  and  did  not  include  the 
existing  convention  center.    Under  the  Main  Program,  about  1,500  parking 
spaces  and  ballroom  and  exhibit  space  would  be  constructed  underground  and, 
therefore,  have  little  visual  impact.    The  garage  entrances,  air  ducts  and 
some  of  the  ventilation  system  would  be  visible  above  ground.    The  underground 
uses  are  likely  to  extend  under  the  entire  block,  and  the  parking  garage  may 
have  two  underground  levels. 

On  CB-3,  the  Main  Program  would  provide  buildings  with  commercial 
entertainment  and  cultural  uses  on  the  rooftop  of  the  Moscone  Convention 
Center  (up  to  60%  building  coverage).    The  height  of  the  buildings  would  be 
limited  to  60  ft.,  in  accordance  with  the  RFQ.    Public  open  space 
(82,000  sq.  ft.)  would  also  be  provided.    Although  the  building  heights  would 
be  limited,  the  visual  effect  of  buildings  would  draw  attention  from  the 
entrance  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center.    The  proposed  buildings  would 
introduce  a  visual  density  greater  than  that  of  Alternatives  A,  B  and  C,  which 
propose  open  space  for  the  block.    Under  Alternatives  A  and  B,  this  open  space 
would  be  on  top  of  the  convention  center.    Alternative  C  did  not  include  a 
convention  center,  but  presumably  would  also  have  open  space  on  top  of  the 
convention  center  if  implemented  now.    Alternative  D  would  have  had  about 
3.2  million  sq.  ft.  of  downtown  support  services  on  CB-3.    These  uses  would 
have  been  built  at  grade  and  did  not  include  a  convention  center. 
Alternative  D  development  would  have  been  more  visible  than  would  the  Main 
Program  uses,  or  the  other  alternatives. 

In  the  Main  Program,  the  Eastern  Blocks  v/ould  contain  mostly  office,  parking, 
and  market-rate  housing  uses  as  well  as  200,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space. 
These  uses  would  provide  a  visual  edge  for  the  park-like  uses  on  CB-2  and 
CB-3.    The  buildings  would  be  mostly  new  structures  consistent  with  the  uses 
now  on  the  eastern  end  of  the  blocks.    The  500  residential  units  included  in 
EB-2  and  EB-3  would  probably  be  designed  differently  from  nearby  office 
buildings.    Residential  design  elements  might  include  balconies,  openable 
windows  and  open  courts  or  landscaped  areas.    The  cultural  space  would  result 
in  a  slightly  greater  building  density  on  EB-2  than  Alternatives  B  and  D  and  a 
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density  similar  to  that  of  Alternative  A  for  the  block.    The  square  footages 
of  new  uses  indicate  that  in  general,  structures  would  not  be  higher  than 
under  Alternatives  B  and  D.    Alternative  C  would  have  the  least  visual  impact 
based  on  the  building  area  proposed. 

Housing,  light  industrial,  office,  and  parking  uses  would  be  found  in  the 
Southern  Blocks.    The  Southern  Blocks  would  have  about  45%  (about  1300  units) 
of  the  total  of  2870  housing  units  proposed  by  the  Main  Program.  Housing 
would  replace  the  present  parking  lots  and  vacant  lots  in  the  Southern 
Blocks.    SB-2  would  have  a  total  of  about  665  housing  units;  about  345 
subsidized  and  320  market-rate  units.    Proposed  new  housing  on  SB-2  would  be 
along  the  south  side  of  Folsom  St.    Depending  upon  the  design  and  layout,  this 
housing  could  result  in  the  retention  or  obstruction  of  views  of  CB-3  and  the 
downtown  San  Francisco  skyline  from  the  TODCO  /  Los  Cabal leros  Dimasalang 
House  (in  the  center  of  the  block  at  Shipley  and  Lapu  Lapu  Sts.).    On  SB-3, 
650  market-rate  dwelling  units  could  be  provided  under  the  Main  Program. 
Designed  with  high-rise  elements,  this  housing  would  capture  the  topographic 
advantage  given  the  site  by  its  position  at  the  western  edge  of  Rincon  Hill 
and  could  provide  dwelling  units  with  views  eastward  to  the  Bay  and  Bay  Bridge 
as  well  as  westward  over  CB-2  and  CB-3.    Conversely,  high-rises  on  SB-3  would 
be  prominent  in  views  from  Rincon  Hill  and  the  Bay  Bridge. 

The  Western  Blocks  are  the  most  completely  developed  blocks  in  the  YBC  area. 
Only  WB-3  would  receive  any  new  development:  95  subsidized  dwelling  units 
(Woolf  House  Phase  III).    Woolf  House  Phase  II  (70  subsidized  dwelling  units) 
is  currently  under  construction  on  this  block.    Except  for  these  two 
structures,  the  Main  Program  would  not  affect  the  Western  Blocks  as  they  are 
presently  viev;ed. 

Variants 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/I ncreased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 , 
would  provide  900,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  400,000  sq.  ft.  more  than  the 
Main  Program,  and  reduce  the  amount  of  market-rate  housing  from  500  units  to 
200  units.    It  would  provide  290,000  sq.  ft.  for  retail  commercial  uses. 
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including  a  major  department  store,  as  compared  with  200,000  sq.  ft.  of 
retail /commercial  uses  under  the  Main  Program.    The  490,000  sq.  ft.  of 
additional  office  and  retail  space  would  be  greater  than  the  square  footage  of 
the  300  eliminated  dwelling  units.    Therefore,  height  and  bulk  of  buildings  on 
the  block  v/ould  be  expected  to  increase  under  this  variant.    This  would  create 
a  visual  character  of  greater  building  density  than  under  the  Main  Program. 
Pedestrian- level  uses  would  remain  retail  commercial. 

Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 ,  would  result  in  no  housing  on  the 
block  (versus  500  units  proposed  in  the  Main  Program).    The  overall  density  of 
development  on  the  block  would  be  decreased. 

Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  add  300  housing  units  to  the 
Main  Program  uses  for  CB-2.    The  300  housing  units  would  require  additional 
floor  space  to  be  accommodated  on  this  block.    It  is  likely  that  this 
additional  floor  space  would  result  in  taller  buildings  on  the  block,  because 
of  the  requirement  that  60%  of  the  block  be  preserved  as  open  space  (RFQ, 
p.  21).    The  greater  height  could  increase  the  sense  of  enclosure  around  the 
proposed  open  spaces.    All  buildings  on  this  block  would  remain  under  the 
80-ft.  height  limit. 

Variant  D,  the  Increased  Housing/Reduced  Office  Variant  for  EB-2  would 
increase  the  number  of  dwelling  units  from  300  in  the  Main  Program  to  700,  and 
office  space  would  be  decreased  from  700,000  sq.  ft.  in  the  Main  Program  to 
300,000  sq.  ft.    Because  the  total  floor  space  would  remain  about  the  same, 
the  primary  difference  would  be  the  architecture  of  the  building,  changing 
from  an  office  high-rise  to  a  high-rise  residential  building,  and  probably 
accented  with  more  landscaping  and  open  space.    Overall,  the  visual  impact  of 
Variant  D  on  EB-2  would  be  similar  to  that  described  under  the  Main  Program 
for  the  Eastern  Blocks. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/    San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  (SPUR),  June,  1981,  South  of 
Market:  A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier. 
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IV  Peter  Burns,  Senior  Residential  Environment  Inspector,  Division  of 
Apartment  and  Hotel  Inspection,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  telephone 
communication,  December  8,  1981. 

IM  Memorandum  issued  by  Dean  Macris,  Director  of  Planning,  entitled  "South  of 
Market  Interim  Controls,"  January  25,  1982. 

/5/  Robert  Reeves,  Planner,  Department  of  City  Planning,  telephone 
communication,  March  24,  1982. 

/6/  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan, 
November  6,  1981 . 


B.    HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION 
1 .    Housing  Relocation 

The  1978  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  64-86  and  233-240  discusses  the  housing  relocation 
impacts  of  the  alternatives.    Most  of  the  current  residential  population  in 
the  YBC  area  is  living  in  housing  built  subsequent  to  the  relocation  of  the 
former  residents.    New  housing  units  on  WB-3  and  SB-2,  are  in  the  Clementina 
Towers,  Woolf  House  and  TODCO  /  Los  Cabal leros  Dimasalang  House.  Squatters 
have  been  observed  sleeping  in  and  near  some  of  the  buildings  in  the  YBC 
area.    These  people  would  not  be  eligible  for  assistance  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Housing  Authority  ./I/ 

Neither  the  previously  unreviewed  uses  proposed  in  the  Main  Program  nor  the 
variants  would  displace  any  legally  occupied  residential  uses.  Construction 
of  the  senior  citizen  housing  on  SB-2  and  WB-3  are  the  beginning  of  a 
re-housing  process  that  development  of  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  variants 
would  continue.    Development  of  YBC  would  reestablish  a  day  and  night 
population  in  the  area.    For  discussion  of  further  effects,  see  Section  XI. 
Growth  Inducing  Impact,  p.  227. 
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2.    Business  Relocation 

The  YBC  FEIR,  p.  241,  discusses  the  business  relocation  impacts  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    Within  the  YBC  area,  58  businesses  remain  to  be 
relocated.    There  is  no  formal  schedule  for  relocating  businesses,  but  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  majority  of  the  businesses  would  be  relocated  by  1983  or 
1984. /2/    Neither  the  unreviewed  uses  nor  the  variants  would  introduce  new 
impacts. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Peter  Theodore,  Assistant  Supervisor,  Residents  Service.    San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone  communication  February  4,  1982. 

in  Mrs.  M.  Yamamoto,  Secretary  to  Chief  of  Rentals,  San  Francisco  Housing 
Authority,  telephone  communication,  February  4,  1982. 

C.    SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  Main  Program  establishes  mixed  uses  similar  to  those  in  the  YBC 
Alternatives  A  and  B.    Socially,  the  most  important  changes  in  the  Main 
Program  over  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  relate  to  the  mix  of  visitors  and 
residents  within  YBC.    Alternative  A  would  include  700  hotel  rooms;  the  Main 
Program  would  include  about  2,200  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1 .    The  Main  Program  would 
provide  almost  twice  as  many  market-rate  dwelling  units  (1,970)  as  provided 
under  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  (1,000  under  Alternative  C).    The  light 
industrial,  office  space,  and  downtown  support  uses  each  have  less  floor  area 
in  the  Main  Program  than  in  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  D.    This  would  mean  that 
the  area  would  attract  more  visitors  and  residents  under  the  Main  Program  than 
would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  ratio  between  subsidized  dwelling 
units  and  the  market-rate  units  in  the  Main  Program  would  be  about  1:2.    It  is 
anticipated  that,  overall,  the  residential  population  in  YBC  would  be 
increased  from  the  present  population  of  about  1,000  to  about  5,000./!/ 
Cultural  and  entertainment  activities  would  contribute  to  drawing  nighttime 
activity  to  the  Central  Blocks. 
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The  primary  uses  on  CB-1  under  the  Main  Program  would  be  500  market-rate 
dwelling  units,  2,200  hotel  rooms  and  590,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  uses.  The 
social  characteristics  of  the  housing  and  hotel  rooms  were  discussed  in  the 
First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pp.  44-45,  which  is  hereby  incorporated  by 
reference.    Development  of  CB-1  under  the  Main  program  would  encourage  growth 
in  the  area's  commercial  services,  retail  uses,  and  entertainment  facilities. 

The  Main  Program  uses  for  CB-2,  including  space  for  cultural  uses,  recreation, 
and  entertainment,  would  attract  day-time  and  early  evening  visitors  to  the 
block.    CB-2  would  become  an  activity  center.    In  this  respect.  Main  Program 
effects  on  social  characteristics  of  CB-2  would  be  similar  to  those  proposed 
under  Alternative  B  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  cultural,  entertainment  and  retail  commercial  space  proposed  for  CB-3 
under  the  Main  Program  would  probably  attract  visitors  to  the  block  in 
addition  to  those  drawn  by  the  convention  center  alone,  but  would  not  change 
the  visitor-oriented  character  of  the  block.    CB-3  would  have  visitor-oriented 
uses  under  Alternatives  A  and  B,  but  not  under  Alternative  C  (which  proposed  a 
park)  or  Alternative  D  (which  proposed  over  three  million  square  feet  of 
downtown  support  uses  on  the  block). 

The  200,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space  (possibly  a  major  museum)  proposed  for 
EB-2  under  the  Main  Program  would  attract  more  visitors  to  the  block  than 
would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    EB-2  would  include  a  mix  of  office 
workers,  visitors,  and  residents  (about  600  persons).    This  would  establish 
both  day  and  night  use,  which  would  increase  the  number  of  pedestrians  over 
the  number  there  currently  and  generate  a  diverse  group  of  people  seeking 
various  destinations  on  the  block.    The  proximity  of  these  uses  may  create  an 
environment  which  is  too  active  for  residents  desiring  a  more  passive  and  less 
congested  environment.    The  extent  of  this  effect  is  unpredictable  and  would 
depend  upon  the  perceptions  and  actions  of  residents. 
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The  Main  Program  proposes  320  market-rate  dwelling  units  not  reviewed  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  in  addition  to  about  350  previously  reviewed  subsidized  dwelling 
units  on  the  block.    The  proposed  320  market-rate  housing  units  would  probably 
be  occupied  by  employed  adults,  with  an  average  of  2.0  persons  per  unit  (YBC 
FEIR,  p.  245).    Residents  would  be  of  mixed  income  and  age  groups,  low-income 
elderly  in  subsidized  units,  and  employed  adults  and  a  small  number  of 
families  in  the  market-rate  units.    These  groups  would  create  a  heterogeneous 
community.    About  650  market-rate  dwellings  are  proposed  on  the  adjacent 
block,  SB-3.    Together,  housing  on  SB-2  and  SB-3  would  encourage  the 
development  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  stores  and  services  on  and  near 
these  blocks. 

Variants 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 , 
would  provide  900,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,  400,000  sq.  ft.  more  than  the 
Main  Program,  and  reduce  market-rate  housing  from  500  units  in  the  Main 
Program  to  200  units.    It  would  also  provide  a  total  of  290,000  sq.  ft.  of 
retail /commercial  space,  including  a  department  store,  as  compared  with 
200,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail /commercial  uses  under  the  Main  Program.    Under  this 
variant,  most  of  the  retail  commercial  space  on  the  block  would  be  devoted  to 
the  department  store.    Less  small-scale  retail  commercial  space,  such  as 
grocery  stores  or  laundromats,  would  be  available  to  serve  residents  than 
under  the  Main  Program.    However,  there  would  also  be  fewer  residents.  The 
housing  units  (as  indicated  on  p.  44  of  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement)  would 
probably  be  occupied  by  employed  adults,  with  an  average  of  2.0  persons  per 
unit  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  245).    Because  only  200  housing  units  are  proposed  in  this 
variant  it  is  possible  that  the  nearby  blocks  could  meet  its  residential 
service  demand. 

In  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  there  would  be  no  housing  on 
the  block.    The  rest  of  the  Main  Program  uses  would  remain.  Similarly, 
Alternatives  A  and  D  would  provide  no  housing  on  CB-1.    Retail  comnercial 
space  on  the  block  v/ould  be  oriented  toward  a  visitor  or  employee  clientele; 
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food-service  and  restaurant  outlets  would  probably  locate  on  the  ground  or 
upper  floors  of  office  buildings.    Office  v/orkers  would  use  or  walk  through 
nearby  public  open  space  during  morning,  noon-time,  and  late  afternoon  hours, 
coinciding  with  movement  to  work,  lunch  hour,  and  to  home. 

Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  provide  300  market-rate  housing 
units;  the  Main  Program  would  not  provide  any  housing  units  on  CB-2.  The 
housing  units  would  probably  be  occupied  by  employed  adults,  with  an  average 
of  2.0  persons  per  unit  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  245).    This  would  add  to  the  mix  of 
residents  in  the  area.    Residents  of  mixed  income  and  age  groups  (low-income 
elderly  and  families  to  the  west  and  south,  employed  adults  to  the  south,  east 
and  north)  would  be  part  of  a  heterogeneous  community. 

Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2,  would 
increase  the  number  of  dwelling  units  from  300  to  700,  and  would  decrease 
office  space  from  700,000  sq.  ft.  to  300,000  sq.  ft.    The  possible 
incompatibility  of  diversified  users  on  the  block  may  create  a  condition 
similar  to  that  described  in  the  discussion  of  Social  Characteristics  for 
EB-2,  p.  123. 

Social  Characteristics  in  the  Vicinity  of  YBC 

Projections  of  social  effects  of  the  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  in 
this  section  are  highly  speculative,  since  the  data  bases  available  (primarily 
the  preliminary  U.S.  Census  data)  are  inadequate  to  produce  specifically  local 
projections  of  trends.    The  following  discussion  outlines  potential  and 
plausible  futures  for  the  area  immediately  west  (Fifth  to  Seventh  Sts.)  of 
YBC.    This  area  is  identified  in  the  Land  Use  in  the  Vicinity  of  YBC  Section, 
p.  109,  as  that  most  susceptible  to  YBC-induced  land-value  speculation. 

Yerba  Buena  Center  is  the  largest  redevelopment  project  currently  underway  in 
San  Francisco.    The  proposed  Main  Program  for  YBC  would  bring  with  it  a 
population  of  office  workers,  visitors  (to  the  existing  George  Moscone 
Convention  Center,  and  to  the  proposed  "gardens"  on  CB-2,  the  commercial 
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entertainment  and  amusement  uses,  the  hotels,  the  cultural  uses  and  the  retail 
cormercial  uses)  and  permanent  residents  (in  1,970  market-rate  dwelling  units 
and  900  subsidized  dwelling  units).    This  population,  as  well  as  the 
introduction  of  new  structures  and  public  open  spaces,  would  contribute  to 
making  areas  immediately  to  the  west  of  YBC  more  attractive  than  they  have 
been  for  real  estate  speculation  and  development.    Both  the  Main  Program  and 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  propose  predominantly  housing  along  YBC's  western 
and  southern  edges.    This  housing  could  make  the  area  immediately  west  of  YBC 
and  south  of  Howard  St.  attractive  for  additional  new  or  renovated  housing 
(see  Land  Use,  p.  111).    Although  it  is  likely  that  continuing  downtown  office 
growth  and  its  accompanying  housing  demand  would  eventually  bring  these 
development  pressures  to  bear  on  the  area  west  of  YBC  with  or  without  the  Main 
Program,  the  Main  Program  could  act  as  a  catalyst  for  this  process  by  making 
this  area  more  "respectable."    Alternatives  B  and  C  both  propose  more  housing 
along  YBC's  western  edge  than  does  the  Main  Program;  these  alternatives  may 
have  a  greater  effect  on  attracting  new  housing  west  of  YBC. 

Increasing  the  attractiveness  of  this  western  area  for  housing,  and  thus 
increasing  land  values,  would  encourage  renovation  of  housing  and  possibly 
contribute  to  immigration  of  more  affluent  social  groups.    A  threshold  level 
of  renovated  housing  could  contribute  to  attracting  new  residential 
development.    Persons  moving  into  the  new  or  renovated  housing  are  likely  to 
be  willing  to  pay  more  for  housing  than  current  area  residents  would  be  able 
to  afford.    It  is  likely  that  the  new  residents  would  also  be  willing  to  pay 
more  for  retail -commercial  services.    Current  residents,  primarily  Filipino 
families,  who  may  not  be  able  to  compete  in  these  markets  might  be  displaced. 
The  elderly  residents  nearest  YBC  live  primarily  in  subsidized  apartment 
complexes,  and  so  would  be  largely  insulated  from  increasing  housing  prices. 
The  elderly  might  be  affected  by  rising  retail -commercial  costs.    Since  the 
elderly  are  not  easily  mobile  and  there  are  few  other  areas  in  the  City  where 
they  could  go,  most  would  elect  to  stay  and  absorb  retail -commercial  cost 
increases  not  covered  by  Social  Security  or  other  income  by  reducing 
consumption.    It  is  likely  that  the  Sixth  St.  "Skid  Row"  area  would  be 
resistant  to  land  value  speculation  and  new  residential  development.  The 
Residential  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  (Ordinance  330-81)  prohibits  demolition 
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or  conversion  of  residential  hotel  units,  reducing  their  attractiveness  to 
land  developers.    The  transients  and  the  "Skid  Row"  image  of  the  neighborhood 
would  also  work  to  limit  the  attractiveness  of  converting  other  uses.  Some 
neighborhood-serving  uses  on  Fifth  St.  between  Howard  and  Market  Sts.,  one 
block  away,  may  convert  to  tourist  and  conventioneer-serving  uses  (see  Land 
Use  in  the  Vicinity  of  YBC,  p.  111).    Whether  or  not  this  would  affect  the 
transients  is  uncertain.    The  Sixth  Street  "Skid  Row,"  if  it  remained  intact, 
could  act  as  a  buffer  zone  between  property  of  increased  value  in  the  area 
toward  YBC  to  the  east  and  a  more  stable  low- income  area  to  the  west. 

The  Residential  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance,  although  effectively  controlling 
conversion  of  residential  hotels,  does  little  to  alleviate  the  underlying 
economic  problems  of  residential  hotel  operations  and  ownership.    According  to 
a  November,  1980,  Department  of  City  Planing  Study/2/,  many  residential  hotels 
would  have  to  charge  very  high  rents  to  both  provide  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  shelter  and  to  break  even  financially.    Given  higher  rates  of  return 
on  alternative  uses  of  the  sites  where  many  hotels  are  now  located,  some 
package  of  economic  incentives,  subsidized  loans,  and  alternative  ownership 
forms  may  be  necessary  to  offset  the  poor  economic  prospects  of  these  sites 
for  residential  hotels  if  land  values  in  neighboring  areas  rise./2/ 

Residential  displacement  attributable  to  rising  rents  would  be  partially 
offset  by  the  City's  rent  stabilization  ordinance  (Ordinance  276-79)  which 
limits  rent  increases  to  7%  per  year.    This  Ordinance  was  amended,  effective 
April  1,  1982.    The  amendment  changed  the  burden  of  enforcement  from  the 
tenants  to  the  landlords;  landlords  must  first  obtain  permission  from  the  Rent 
Stabilization  Board  before  increasing  rents  more  than  7%  per  year.    The  rent 
stabilization  ordinance  would  benefit  long-term  residents  of  the  South  of 
Market  area  who  have  lived  in  the  same  residential  hotel  unit  or  apartment 
more  than  one  year;  the  rent  stabilization  ordinance  does  not  protect  units 
that  have  a  change  of  occupancy.    If  rents  of  the  units  having  a  change  of 
occupancy  were  to  increase  in  a  manner  similar  to  historic  rent  increases  in 
the  Tenderloin  (no  comparable  data  are  available  for  South  of  Market),  then 
rents  for  apartment  units  would  increase  between  13%  and  17%  each  year  and 
rents  for  residential  hotel  units  between  0%  and  7%  per  year. 
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Overall,  it  is  likely  that  the  land  value  increase  and  possible  displacement 
effects  of  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  on  the  area 
immediately  west  of  YBC  would  be  modest.    Almost  all  of  the  land  uses  along 
YBC's  western  edge  that  are  part  of  each  of  these  YBC  programs  are  already 
complete  and  operational.    The  rate  of  real  estate  transactions  in  the  area 
immediately  west  of  YBC,  however,  has  remained  nearly  constant  for  about  the 
past  15  years  (see  Sales  Trends,  p.  56),  indicating  that  little  real  estate 
speculation  has  occurred.    Completion  of  YBC,  however,  may  introduce  a  land 
value  stimulus  that  does  not  currently  exist.    Should  this  occur,  those  most 
likely  to  be  affected  are  low-income  Filipino  families  residing  along  small 
side  streets  between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.,  and  between  Howard  and 
Harrison  Sts. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  The  market-rate  dwelling  units  (DU)  are  expected  to  have  an  average 
household  size  of  2.0  persons  and  the  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly  are 
expected  to  have  an  average  of  1.15  persons  per  household. 

HI  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  November  1980,  A  Study  of  the 
Conversion  and  Demolition  of  Residential  Hotel  Units. 


D.  ECONOMICS 

1.    GENERALIZED  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 

The  overall  economic  impacts  which  would  be  experienced  under  the  proposed 
Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  alternatives,  changes  in  the  relative 
importance  of  the  YBC  vicinity  and  other  existing  centers  of  recreation  and 
conmerce,  and  income-oriented  changes  due  to  the  completion  of  the  proposed 
developments  are  presented  in  Section  VI.D.,  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  248  -  252. 
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2.  EMPLOYMENT 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Employment  in  YBC  in  1988  under  the  Main  Program  is  projected  using 
gross-area-per-employee  ratios  developed  for  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  Section  D. 
YBC  FEIR  Appendices),  p.  29,  and  the  proposed  uses  and  densities. /I/, /2/ 
Ratios  for  the  cultural  uses  (which  were  not  a  part  of  the  YBC  alternatives) 
were  developed. /3/    In  1988  the  Main  Program  would  provide  a  total  of  about 
25,000  permanent  jobs.    This  figure  compares  to  between  15,600  jobs 
(Alternative  C)     and  44,800  jobs  (Alternative  D)  for  the  YBC  alternatives. 
Table  11  presents  employment  in  1988  by  occupational  category  for  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  and  the  proposed  Main  Program.    Office  use  would  account  for 
about  80%  of  these  jobs.    About  86%  of  these  jobs  would  be  located  on  five 
blocks:    CB-1  (4,400  jobs),  EB-1  (2,500  jobs),  EB-2  (3,200  jobs),  EB-3 
(4,800  jobs),  and  SB-2  (2,800  jobs).    Most  of  the  proposed  office  space  would 
be  located  on  these  blocks. 

Based  on  a  total-jobs  to  direct-jobs  ratio  of  2.4:1,  each  new  direct  job  in 
YBC  would  create  about  1.4  new  indirect  jobs  in  the  Bay  Area  (see  Section  VI. 
D.  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  251a-251b)./4/    Using  this  projection,  the  Main  Program  would 
create  about  35,000  indirect  jobs,  for  a  total  of  about  60,000  direct  and 
indirect  jobs.    The  number  of  new  direct  and  indirect  jobs  created  by  the  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  would  range  between  37,400  (Alternative  C)  and  107,400 
(Alternative  D).    It  should  be  noted  that  these  figures  for  Alternatives  C  and 
D  do  not  include  jobs  created  by  the  existing  Moscone  Convention  Center, 
because  the  center  was  not  included  as  a  part  of  those  alternatives. 

Construction  activity  under  the  four  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  would  range  between 
4,400  person-years  (Alternative  C)  and  13,900  person-years  (Alternative  A). 
Construction  employment  for  the  Main  Program  cannot  be  estimated  at  this  time 
because  construction  cost  data  for  all  of  the  Main  Program  are  not  available. 
Construction  on  blocks  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2  alone  under  the  Main  Program 
would  generate  about  10,000  person-years  of  labor.    Alternatives  A,  D,  B,  and 
C  would  generate  13,900  person-years,  12,800  person-years,  8,400  person-years 
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TABLE  11:         PERMANENT  ON-SITE  EMPLOYMENT  BY  LAND-USE,  1988 


YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVES 


MAIN 


Use 

A 

£ 

£ 

PROGRAM 

Office 

31 ,000 

16,700 

10,600 

18,100 

16,300 

Retail 

900 

400 

200 

400 

1  ,000 

Light  Industry 

2,200 

700 

700 

3,100 

300 

Downtown 

Support 

19,000** 

30 

Convention 

Center 

200 

200 

200 

Rec/Ent. 

Park 

1,600 

20*** 

Hotel 

1 ,600 

Other* 

4,600 

4,100 

4,100 

4,100 

5,700 

TOTAL 

38,800 

23,700 

15,600 

44,800 

25,000 

*     Includes  employment  related  to  following  uses:  institutional,  pedestrian 
concourse,  parking,  cultural  activities,  commercial  entertainment,  and 
includes  current  on-site  employment  (4,100). 

**  Based  on  6,340,000  sq.  ft.  of  development,  with  employment  calculated  on 
the  basis  of  60%  office,  30%  retail  and  10%  services. 

***  These  numbers  apply  to  the  public  park. 

NOTE:    Alternatives  C  and  D  do  not  include  the  existing  convention  center. 
Totals  may  not  add  due  to  rounding. 

SOURCE:    YBC  FEIR  and  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


and  4,400  person-years,  respectively,  for  all  of  YBC.    At  most,  about  5,000 
full-time  construction  employees  would  be  working  on  blocks  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3, 
and  EB-2  at  any  one  time  during  the  two  year  construction  period  for  the  riain 
Program.    Based  on  a  construction-worker- indirect-employment  multiplier  of  1.0 
for  indirect  jobs/4/,  construction  activity  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2 
would  generate  about  10,000  person-years  of  indirect  labor  in  the  Bay  Area, 
for  a  total  of  about  20,000  person  years  of  direct  and  indirect  labor. 
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Variants 

Implementing  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/I ncreased-Office-and-Retail 
Variant  for  CB-1  would  generate  about  1,800  new  direct,  permanent  jobs  in 
addition  to  those  generated  by  the  Main  Program,  because  this  variant  would 
contain  about  400,000  more  square  feet  of  office  space  and  90,000  more  square 
feet  of  retail  space  than  the  Main  Program.    (Reducing  the  number  of  housing 
units  would  not  substantially  affect  on-site  employment.) 

Including  Variant  A  in  the  Main  Program  v/ould  increase  on-site  direct 
employment  in  YBC  as  a  whole  to  about  25,200  jobs  (an  increase  of  1%  over  the 
Main  Program  as  proposed)  and  indirect  employment  to  about  35,200  jobs,  for  a 
total  of  about  60,400  direct  and  indirect  jobs.    Construction  employment  is 
likely  to  increase  because  the  additional  department  store  and  office  space 
would  probably  offset  the  reduction  of  300  housing  units  under  this  variant. 

Implementing  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  would  reduce  the 
total  Main  Program  permanent  employment  by  fewer  than  ten  jobs.  This 
situation  results  because  the  only  difference  betv/een  Variant  B  and  the  Main 
Program  is  the  elimination  of  market-rate  housing  in  Variant  B./l/  This 
change  would  decrease  construction  employment. 

Because  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  differs  from  the  Main  Program 
solely  by  including  market-rate  housing  on  CB-2,  permanent  employment 
resulting  from  this  variant  would  not  change  from  that  under  the  Main 
Program. /I/    Construction  employment  would  increase. 

Including  Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2,  in 
the  Main  Program  would  generate  about  1  ,600  fewer  jobs  than  would  the  Main 
Program,  because  this  variant  would  contain  about  400,000  fewer  square  feet  of 
office  space.    Total  YBC  direct  employment  would  decrease  by  about  6%  to  about 
23,400  jobs.    Construction  employment  would  not  change  substantially  because 
construction  of  additional  dv/elling  units  would  probably  offset  construction 
of  less  office  space. 
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3.  AREA  FINANCING 

The  direct  and  indirect  financial  impacts  of  the  development  of  YBC  are 
discussed  in  Section  VI. D,  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  258-274.    Revenue  generated  by  the 
hotel  tax  is  discussed  in  Section  A-VI.D,  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement, 
pp.  46-47.    The  bulk  of  this  revenue  would  go  toward  bond  redemption  of  the 
George  R.  Moscone  Center  and  for  financing  low-income  housing  in  YBC.  The 
2,200  hotel  rooms  proposed  for  CB-1  would  generate  about  $4.52  million 
annually  in  total  hotel  tax  revenues  at  the  current  tax  rate  of  9.75%.  As 
specified  by  ammended  City  Ordinance  251-78,  approximately  $1.85  million  (41%) 
of  these  hotel  tax  revenues  would  be  allocated  for  the  construction  and  bond 
redemption  of  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center;  $230,000  (5.1%)  for 
Candlestick  Bond  debts  and  $230,000  (5.1%)  for  financing  lov/-income  housing  in 
the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    Adjusting  for  the  Proposition  0  surcharge 
and  assuming  the  remaining  amount  would  be  distributed  similarly  to  the 
1980-81  fiscal  year,  about  $564,000  (15.0%)  would  be  budgeted  for  the  Hotel 
Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund  and  about  $1.72  million  (38%)  would  accrue  to 
the  City's  General  Fund. 

4.  PUBLIC  SERVICE  COSTS 

Public  service  costs  for  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  are  discussed  in 
Section  A-VI.  D,  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  p.  47.    Providing  services  and 
utilities  to  the  Main  Program  would  require  no  additional  capital  facilities 
or  staff  for  any  affected  agency  or  utility  (see  Section  E.  Community 
Services,  pp.  138  -  149).    Substitution  of  any  of  the  variants  for  the  Main 
Program  uses  would  cause  no  change. 

5.  CUMULATIVE  HOTEL  DEVELOPMENT 

The  cumulative  impact  of  developing  the  hotel  rooms  proposed  in  the  Main 
Program  and  other  hotels  in  downtown  San  Francisco  is  discussed  in 
Section  A-VI.D,  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  pp.  47-50.    About  5,900  new  hotel 
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rooms  have  been  approved  or  proposed  in  the  downtown  hotel  district. 
According  to  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Center,  there  would  be 
sufficient  demand  to  absorb  these  new  hotel  rooms. /5/ 

6.  HOUSING 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  Main  Program  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  would  increase  demand  for 
office-worker  housing  in  San  Francisco.    It  is  estimated  that  15%  to  30%  of 
the  people  who  would  become  employed  in  San  Francisco  as  a  direct  result  of 
provision  of  office  space  in  the  Main  Progam  of  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  would 
move  into  San  Francisco. /6/    Because  implementation  of  the  Main  Program  would 
generate  about  10,600  new  office  jobs  (this  estimate  does  not  include  jobs  in 
existing  office  space  in  YBC),  about  1,580  to  3,170  workers  would  move  into 
the  City  as  a  result.    It  is  estimated  that  there  are  an  average  of  1.4 
Downtown  workers  in  each  San  Francisco  household  that  contains  Downtown 
workers. /6/   Therefore,  the  Main  Program  would  directly  result  in  about  1,130 
to  2,260  households  moving  into  San  Francisco.    These  new  households  are 
represented  as  "dwelling  units  demanded"  in  Table  12,  below.    Those  units 
demanded  by  new  office  workers  under  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  are  also  shown 
in  Table  12. 

Table  12  indicates  that  Alternatives  A,  B  and  D  would  not  provide  enough 
housing  within  YBC  to  meet  the  demands  of  its  office  workers.    Alternative  C 
and  the  Main  Program  would  have  enough  housing  to  meet  YBC  office  worker 
demand,  if  it  is  assumed  that  all  housing  provided  by  Alternative  C  or  the 
Main  Program  would  be  available  to  these  office  workers.    Probably  few  office 
workers,  if  any,  would  be  eligible  for  the  subsidized  elderly  housing  in  YBC; 
therefore,  if  subsidized  housing  is  not  included  in  the  calculation. 
Alternative  C  would  have  an  unmet  housing  demand  of  about  0  to  37  units,  and 
the  Main  Program  would  have  an  unmet  demand  of  0  to  about  291  units.    In  this 
case,  both  the  Main  Program  and  Alternative  C  might  be  able  to  satisfy  the 
housing  demands  of  its  office  workers. 
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TABLE  12:         PROJECTED  HOUSING  DEMAND  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  OF  TO-BE-BUILT  YBC 
OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT* 


YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVES  MAIN 


A 

B^ 

C 

D 

PROGRAM 

2,710  to 

1,200 

to 

520  to 

1,320  to 

1  ,130  to 

5,420 

2,350 

1 ,040 

2,650 

2,260 

353 

653 

653 

353 

365 

50 

650 

1,000 

0 

1  ,970 

403 

1,003 

1,653 

353 

2,335 

2,300  to 

170 

to 

0  to 

970  to 

0  to 

5,010 

1,350 

0 

2,290 

0 

Dwel 1 ing 
Units 
Demanded** 

Dwel ling 

Units 
Proposed 

Subsidized 

Market  Rate 

TOTAL  UNITS 

Excess 
Demand*** 

*    Existing  office  space  and  housing  in  YBC  are  not  included  in  the 
calculation  of  excess  housing  demand,  because  it  is  assumed  that  existing 
office  workers  have  housing  and  that  existing  housing  is  meeting  an  existing 
demand.    The  office  space  and  housing  listed  as  "existing"  in  Table  1,  p.  32 
has  been  subracted,  therefore,  from  the  land  use  totals  in  Table  2,  p.  35  for 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main  Program.    The  remaining  office  space 
and  housing,  consisting  of  those  uses  proposed  or  under  construction,  are 
included  in  the  housing  demand  calculation. 

**  Assumes  that  15%  to  30%  of  the  people  employed  by  the  project  would  move  to 
San  Francisco,  and  that  there  would  be  an  average  of  1.4  Downtown  workers  in 
each  San  Francisco  household  that  contains  Downtown  workers.  These 
projections  are  based  on  research  done  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates  for  the 
101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  (EE  80.26,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  80122308),  May 
7,  1981. 

***These  figures  are  "demand"  minus  total  units  proposed  {includes  both 
market-rate  and  subsidized  units).    The  "excess  demand"  is  presented  as  a 
range,  because  the  estimating  method  used  to  generate  "demand"  produces  a 
range  (see  **).    If  the  lower  number  in  the  "excess  demand"  range  is  greater 
than  zero,  then  housing  demand  cannot  be  satisfied  in  YBC.    If  the  lower  end 
of  the  range  is  zero  and  the  upper  end  greater  than  zero,  then  housing  demand 
may  or  may  not  be  satisfied  within  YBC.    If  both  the  lov/er  and  upper  ends  of 
the  "excess  demand"  range  are  zero,  then  housing  demand  could  be  satisfied 
within  YBC. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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City  Policy/7/  Housing  Requirements 

The  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  has  adopted  a  policy  of  requiring 
office  building  developers,  when  appropriate,  to  cause  housing  to  be  built  in 
order  to  meet  the  demand  for  housing  for  nev/  San  Francisco  office  workers. 
The  interim  guidelines  for  this  policy/7/  specify  a  formula  for  estimating  the 
appropriate  housing  supply  to  meet  the  housing  that  employees  of  new  office 
development  would  demand  in  terms  of  bedrooms.  Housing  credited  to  an  office 
development  is  based  on  the  number  of  bedrooms  constructed  or  otherwise 
supported  by  an  office  developer.    Each  bedroom  constructed  by  the  developer 
in  market-rate  housing  is  counted  as  one  "credit."    Housing  to  which  the 
developer  contributes  to  maintain  as  subsidized  low-  or  moderate- income 
housing  can  be  given  multiple  credits  for  each  bedroom  constructed. 

Existing  office  space  and  housing  in  YBC  are  not  included  in  the  calculation 
of  these  requirements,  because  the  Guidelines  are  applicable  only  to  new 
development  and  they  do  not  provide  credit  for  existing  housing.    All  office 
space  and  housing  proposed  or  under  construction  is  included  in  the 
calculation.    The  office  space  and  housing  listed  as  "existing"  in  Table  1, 
pp.  32  -  34  has  been  subtracted,  therefore,  from  the  land  use  totals  in 
Table  2,  p.  35  for  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main  Program.  The 
remaining  office  space  and  housing  are  the  basis  for  the  housing  requirement 
calculations.    Under  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  the 
proposed  market-rate  bedrooms  constructed  would  each  qualify  as  one  credit. 
Each  bedroom  constructed  in  the  proposed  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly, 
however,  would  be  counted  as  two  bedrooms  or  credits.    Including  the 
subsidized  units,  the  Main  Program  and  Alternative  C  would  both  meet  their 
housing  requirements  under  City  policy/7/.    Alternatives  A,  B,  and  D  would  not 
meet  their  housing  requirements,  having  a  deficiency  of  about  4,770  credits 
(bedrooms),  30  credits  and  2,010  credits,  respectively. 

Variants 

Including  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant 
for  CB-1 ,  in  the  Main  Program  v/ould  reduce  the  amount  of  housing  in  the  Main 
Program  (by  300  market-rate  units),  while  increasing  the  amount  of  office 
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space  (by  400,000  sq.  ft.).    Using  the  housing  demand  methodology  shown  in 
Table  12,  the  resulting  unmet  office-worker  housing  demand  would  be  0  to  570 
units;  the  upper  range  of  this  demand  would  be  higher  than  under  the  Main 
Program.    This  variant,  however,  might  be  able  to  satisfy  the  San  Francsico 
housing  demand  generated  by  the  project.    If  market-rate  units  only  could  be 
used  to  house  office  workers,  the  San  Francisco  housing  demand  might  still  be 
met  in  YBC  (the  unmet  demand  would  be  0  to  934  units). 

Including  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 ,  in  the  Main  Program 
would  not  change  the  units  demanded  by  the  Main  Program  as  proposed,  but  would 
reduce  proposed  on-site  market-rate  housing  by  500  dwelling  units.  The 
resulting  unmet  housing  demand  would  range  from  about  0  to  430  dwelling 
units.    As  in  Variant  A,  above,  the  upper  range  of  this  unmet  demand  would  be 
greater  than  under  the  Main  Program.    The  variant  might  satisfy  its  San 
Francisco  housing  demand.    If  market-rate  units  only  could  be  used  to  house 
office  workers,  the  housing  demand  might  still  be  met  in  YBC  (the  unmet  demand 
would  be  0  to  791  units). 

Including  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  not  affect  the 
housing  demand  and  would  increase  on-site  housing  by  300  dwelling  units  to 
3,170  dwelling  units.    There  would  be  no  unmet  housing  demand  if  all  YBC 
housing  were  available  to  office  workers,  and  no  unmet  housing  demand  if  only 
market-rate  housing  were  available. 

Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2,  would  reduce 
the  amount  of  office  space  in  the  Main  Program  by  400,000  sq.  ft.  to  3,672,000 
sq.  ft.  and  would  increase  total  YBC  housing  by  400  units  to  2,735  units. 
This  would  reduce  office-worker  housing  demand  by  a  range  of  about  570  to  740 
units.    There  would  be  no  unmet  housing  demand  if  all  YBC  housing  were 
available  to  YBC  office  workers.    If  only  market-rate  housing  were  available, 
there  would  also  be  no  unmet  housing  demand. 
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FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Employment  attributable  to  housing  (i.e.  maintenance  and  security 
personnel)  has  not  been  included  in  this  analysis  in  order  that  the 
information  in  this  Supplement  could  be  compared  to  the  YBC  FEIR. 

HI  The  factors  used  to  estimate  the  permanent  employment  in  the  project  area 
are  as  follows: 

Office;  1  employee  per  250  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space,  plus  1 

maintenance  employee  per  20,000  sq.  ft. 

Retail :  1  employee  per  800  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space. 

Apparel  Mart:    1  employee  per  1  ,000  sq.  ft.  (wholesale  only). 

Light  Industrial :    1  employee  per  500  sq.  ft. 

Convention  Center:    65  employees. 

Commercial  Recreation  (indoors):      1  employee  per  600  sq.  ft. 
Recreation/Entertainment  Park:    92  employees  per  acre. 
Hotel :       1  employee  per  1.4  rooms. 

Public  Parking:        1  employee  per  170  parking  spoaces.    (1  space  =  350 

sq.  ft.,  including  circulation  areas.) 

Pedestrian  Concourse  and  Park:        0.75  employee  per  acre  (43,560  sq.  ft.) 

/3/  Reliable  employment  factors  were  not  available  because  the  nature  of 
cultural  uses  proposed  for  the  YBC  site  has  not  been  described  in  detail,  and 
employment  at  cultural  activities  varies  on  an  activity-by-activity  basis. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  a  maximum  employment  of  about  one  employee 
per  500  square  feet  of  gross  area  was  assumed. 

Employment  at  existing  institutional  uses  that  v/ould  be  retained  in  the 
proposed  program    (e.g.  Downtown  City  College)  was  determined  in  interviews 
with  staff  of  all  existing  institutional  uses. 

/4/  YBC  FEIR  ratios  were  used  in  this  Supplement  to  allow  comparison  of 
employment  generated  by  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  proposed  Main 
Program.    The  current  Finance  Insurance  Real  Estate  (FIRE)  workers  ratio  is 
2.6:1  (total-jobs: direct-jobs;  this  is  equivalent  to  1.6:1 
indi  rect-jobs:direct-jobs) . 

/5/  Hotel  Ramada  EIR  (EE. 80. 171,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  80092315), 
January  29,  1981  ,  pp.  101-102. 
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/6/  From  research  done  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates  for  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  FEIR  (EE  80.26,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  80122308),  May  /,  1981 . 

11 1  "The  San  Francisco  Office/Housing  Production  Program  Interim  Guidelines 
for  Administering  the  Housing  Requirements  Placed  on  New  Office  Developments" 
January  22,  1982. 


E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

1 .  WATER 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  the  water  system  impacts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
on  p.  292.    As  discussed  in  the  Community  Services  section,  p.  74,  alterations 
to  local  mains  necessary  to  accommodate  the  convention  center  have  been 
completed.    The  existing  mains  have  sufficient  capacity  and  pressure  to  serve 
the  Main  Program  and  there  would  not  be  a  need  for  any  further  improvements  to 
the  water  treatment  and  supply  system  other  than  connecting  the  new  buildings 
to  the  mains./!/ 

2.  SEWERS  AND  SEWAGE 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  the  sewer  and  sewage  impacts  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  on  pp.  292-296.    Projected  total  daily  sewage  generation,  by  type 

of  land  use,  is  shown  for  the  Main  Program  and  compared  to  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  in  Appendix  B,  Table  B-1 ,  p.  247.    It  is  assumed  for  estimating 
purposes  that  100%  of  YBC  water  comsumption,  other  than  that  used  for 
irrigation  of  landscaping,  would  be  discharged  into  the  sewers  as  liquid 
waste.  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  293). 
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The  Main  Program  uses  would  generate  a  total  of  about  1.77  million  gallons  of 
wastewater  per  day  (MGD),  about  4%  of  the  capacity  of  the  North  Point  Water 
Pollution  Control  Plant.  /2,3/   This  is  18%  more  wastewater  than  would  be 
generated  by  YBC  FEIR  Alternative  D.    Alternative  D  would  have  allowed  the 
greatest  amount  of  development  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  would  have 
generated  about  1.48  MGD  (excluding  wastewater  from  the  existing  convention 
center  which  was  not  proposed  under  Alternative  D). 

San  Francisco's  sewer  system  is  a  "combined'  system:  the  set  of  underground 
conduits  accepts  both  sewerage  and  surface  rainwater  runoff.    The  sewers  have 
the  capacity  to  handle  the  runoff  of  the  five-year  storm,  which  is 
San  Francisco's  design  criterion.    The  dry-weather  sewerage  flows  alone  remain 
well  below  the  capacity  of  the  combined  system,  and  so  are  not  considered  the 
limiting  factor  in  sewer  design.    It  is  not  anticipated  that  any  improvements 
would  be  required  to  serve  the  Main  Program. /3/    The  Main  Program  would, 
however,  generate  additional  wastewater  flows  to  City  treatment  plants,  and 
contribute  to  existing  overflows  into  the  Bay  until  completion  of  the  City's 
wastewater  management  system. 

The  YBC  area  is  generally  flat  and  could  be  subject  to  flooding  in  periods  of 
rain  that  exceed  the  five-year  storm.    Also,  the  area's  sewers  collect  silt, 
because  of  their  shallow  gradient,  which  could  add  to  flooding  hazards  if  the 
mains  are  not  maintained./ 3/ 

Variants 

Projected  total  daily  wastewater  generation,  by  type  of  land  use,  is  shown  for 
the  Main  Program  and  compared  to  the  variants  in  Appendix  B,  Table  B-2, 
p.  248.    It  is  assumed  for  estimating  purposes  that  100%  of  YBC  water 
consumption,  other  than  that  used  for  irrigation  of  landscaping,  would  be 
discharged  into  the  sewers  as  liquid  waste  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  293). 
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The  Main  Program  would  generate  a  total  of  about  1.77  million  gallons  of 
wastewater  per  day./2/    Two  of  the  the  variants  would  generate  a  greater 
amount  of  wastewater:    with  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  the  YBC 
area  would  generate  about  1.83  million  gallons  of  wastewater  per  day,  and, 
with  Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Off ice  Variant  for  EB-2,  the  YBC 
area  would  generate  about  1.80  MGD./2/    This  would  be  approximately  an 
additional  60,000  and  30,000  gallons  per  day,  respectively.    A  third  variant. 
Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-  and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 , 
would  generate  approximately  the  same  amount  of  wastewater  as  would  the  Main 
Program.    The  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program  would  be  able  to  accommodate 
the  projected  wastewater  of  the  variant  uses  without  any  system 
improvements. /3/ 

3.  ELECTRICITY  AND  GAS 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  impacts  on  electricity  and  gas  service  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  are 
described  on  pp.  296-297  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  existing  gas  and  electric  facilities  have  sufficient  capacity  to  serve  the 
Main  Program.    Major  extensions  of  gas  or  electric  lines  from  outside  the  area 
would  not  be  necessary.    Some  excavations  in  the  streets  would  be  needed  to 
provide  service  from  the  existing  distribution  facilities  to  new  buildings. 
All  facilities  would  be  installed  underground. /4/ 

4.  SOLID  WASTE 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  impacts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  on  domestic  solid  waste  are  described 
on  pp.  297-299  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    Table  B-3,  Appendix  B,  p.  249  shows  the 
projected  total  daily  and  annual  solid  waste  generation,  by  land  use,  for  the 
Main  Program  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 
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The  Main  Program  would  generate  about  15,000  tons  of  solid  waste  per  year, 
which  would  be  more  than  that  generated  by  Alternatives  B  and  C,  but  less  than 
that  generated  by  Alternatives  A  or  D.    Alternatives  A  and  D  would  generate 
about  22%  and  17%  more  solid  wastes,  respectively,  than  would  the  Main 
Program.    The  Main  Program,  when  compared  with  Alternatives  B  and  C,  would 
generate  about  33%  and  425%  more  solid  waste,  respectively.    The  figures  for 
Alternatives  C  and  D  do  not  include  the  existing  convention  center. 

Disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  presently  occurs  at  the  landfill  site  in 
Mountain  View.    The  City's  contract  with  this  facility  expires  in 
October  1983.    The  City  is  presently  negotiating  with  other  landfill  sites  to 
accept  San  Francisco's  solid  waste  on  an  interim  basis  until  a  solid  waste 
program  is  implemented  in  late  1986.    The  solid  waste  program  is  proposed  to 
consist  of  intensified  recycling,  a  resource  recovery  project  generating 
electricity  from  the  incineration  of  solid  wastes  and  landfill  disposal  of 
bypass  and  residual  wastes  from  the  resource  recovery  process.    The  Main 
Program  and  cumulative  development  in  San  Francisco  outside  of  YBC  are  not 
expected  to  present  problems  in  solid  waste  disposal  upon  completion  of  the 
solid  waste  program. /5/ 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  has  the  capacity  and  equipment  to  serve  the 
Main  Program  including  all  of  the  previously  unreviewed  uses  or  variants. /6/ 
Table  B-4,  Appendix  B,  p.  250  compares  the  impacts  on  solid  waste  generation 
of  the  variants  with  the  Main  Program. 

5.  COMMUNICATIONS 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  the  effects  on  telephone  service,  courier  service,  and 
postal  service  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  on  pp.  300-302. 

To  provide  service  for  the  Main  Program,  it  may  be  necessary  to  reinforce  the 
underground  telephone  conduit  structure  in  Fourth  St.  between  Folsom  and 
Harrison  Sts.,  and  in  Harrison  St.  between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.    All  other 
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underground  structures  would  be  adequate.    It  would  be  necessary  to  place 
entrance  conduits  to  all  proposed  residential  or  commercial  buildings;  this 
would  require  excavation  in  the  street  and  sidewalks./?/    As  for  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives,  courier  services  would  expand  to  meet  any  increased  demand 
generated  by  the  Main  Program  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  301).    Alternatives  A  and  D  would 
have  the  highest  level  of  office,  downtown  support  and  commercial  uses  and, 
thus,  would  have  the  greatest  impacts  on  communication  services.    The  Main 
Program  v/ould  have  about  half  of  the  impact  associated  with  Alternatives  A  and 
D.    The  impacts  of  Alternative  B  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Main  Program 
and,  though  probably  less,  the  difference  would  not  be  discernable. 
Alternative  C  would  have  the  least  impact  on  communication  services.  Impacts 
associated  with  Alternatives  C  and  D  do  not  include  the  existing  Moscone 
Convention  Center. 

Variants 

The  variants  would  not  change  the  type  of  impacts  associated  with  the  Main 
Program.    The  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 
would  have  the  greatest  impact,  followed  in  order  by  the  No-Housing  Variant 
for  CB-1,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Off ice  Variant  for  EB-2  and  the 
Housing  Variant  for  CB-2. 

6.  POLICE 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  potential  impacts  on  police  services  on  pp.  302  -  304. 
The  discussion  notes  that  the  effects  on  police  services  would  depend  on  the 
design  of  structures  and  their  security  systems,  the  mix  of  people  in  the  area 
and  the  character  of  the  neighborhood  as  it  develops. 

In  a  letter  dated  8  February  1978,  former  Chief  of  Police  Charles  R.  Gain 
stated,  "it  is  the  opinion  of  my  staff  that  it  is  not  possible  to  estimate, 
with  any  accuracy,  the  impact  that  the  facilities  planned  for  in  Yerba  Buena 
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Center  would  have  on  police  services.    It  is  their  belief  that  the  number  of 
calls  for  services,  incidents,  and  subsequent  costs  on  the  Police  Department 
would  depend  in  large  part  on  the  neighborhood  as  it  develops  and  not  just 
based  on  the  increase  in  population."  YBC  FEIR  p.  302.    Sergeant  Paul  Libert 
recently  confirmed  this  opinion. /8/ 

It  is  likely  that  the  number  of  crimes  committed  in  YBC  would  increase 
initially,  as  more  residents,  uses  and  activities  begin  to  establish 
themselves  in  YBC.    As  development  progresses,  however,  and  uses  and 
activities  become  established  throughout  YBC,  it  is  likely  that  the  number  of 
crimes  against  persons  would  decrease.    At  full  development,  crimes  against 
persons  in  YBC  may  be  fewer  than  they  are  now,  because  of  the  security  of 
heavy  pedestrian  traffic.    The  occurrence  of  crimes  against  property,  such  as 
shoplifting  and  theft,  would  likely  be  greater  after  development  of  YBC  than 
curren  tly. 

7.  FIRE 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  Alternatives 

The  fire  protection  impacts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  are  discussed  on 
pp.  304-305  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    They  are  summarized  below: 

The  fire  protection  requirements  of  each  alternative  could  be  met  by  the 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department  without  any  increases  in  staff  or  equipment.  No 
high-pressure  water  lines  would  have  to  be  relocated,  replaced,  or  installed. 
Questions  of  safety  of  the  large  crowds  expected  in  the  convention  center 
under  Alternatives  A  and  B  were  the  primary  concern  of  the  Fire  Department. 

The  expected  daily  fire  protection  requirements  of  the  Main  Program  could  be 
met  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  without  any  increase  in  personnel  or 
equipment.    With  the  exception  of  a  major  fire  or  disaster,  the  existing 
resources  would  be  adequate.    The  existing  fire  flows  and  fire  hydrant 
locations  in  the  area  are  also  adequate  (see  Figure  B-4,  Appendix  B,  p.  246). 
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However,  the  department  is  concerned  about  a  possible  increase  in  service 
needs  due  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  the  projects  which  are  being 
developed  in  the  South  of  Market  St.  area./9/ 

San  Francisco  is  experiencing  ongoing  development  in  the  Downtown  area, 
including  some  parts  of  South  of  Market.    Approved  and  under  construction 
office  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  would  add  over  8.5  million  sq. 
ft.  of  gross  floor  area  to  the  Downtown  area.    Cumulative  office  development 
in  Downtown  San  Francisco,  with  the  exception  of  Redevelopment  Agency 
projects,  is  shown  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1 ,  p.  237.    In  addition,  over  9 
million  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  was  under  formal  review  as  of  October, 
1981.    YBC  v/ould  add  another  4.7  million  sq.ft.  of  office  space  to  this 
total.    It  is  likely  that  the  number  of  fire  incidents  would  increase  with  the 
number  of  people  occupying  the  downtown  area./lO/ 

The  Fire  Department  stated  that  it  is  difficult  to  tell  whether  or  not  the 
replacement  of  older  low-occupancy  structures  with  higher  quality,  greater 
occupancy  high-rise  buildings  has  a  measurable  beneficial  or  detrimental 
effect  on  the  need  for  fire  protection.    High-rise  buildings  built  after  1975, 
and  those  retrofit  to  met  the  1975  state  standards  are  safer  than  those  built 
before  1975  and  not  retrofit  to  meet  the  standards.    They  are  more  resistant 
to  the  spread  of  fire  and  contxiin  alarms  and  sprinkler  systems  to  more  rapidly 
control  fires.    However,  because  newer  high-rises  tend  to  contain  more  people 
per  building  than  older  buildings,  a  fire  anywhere  in  the  building  exposes 
more  people  to  possible  hazards  than  would  a  fire  in  an  older,  lower-occupancy 
structure.    In  some  cases,  newer  high-rise  buildings  present  access 
difficulties.    In  addition,  the  Fire  Department  has  observed  that  some  new 
buildings  contribute  to  increasing  false  alarm  runs  due  to  malfunctioning 
alarms  and  smoke  detectors. 

Alternatives  A  and  D  each  would  contain  more  total  square  feet  of  building 
floor  area  than  would  the  Main  Program:    Alternative  A  would  contain  roughly 
11.7  milion  sq.  ft.;  Alternative  D  would  contain  roughly  13.2  million  sq.  ft. 
(this  does  not  include  the  650,000  sq.  ft.  convention  center);  the  Main 
Program  would  contain  about  8.2  million  sq.  ft.    It  is  likely  that  the  Main 
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Program  would  have  fewer  high-rise  buildings  as  well  as  less  total  floor  space 
than  would  either  Alternative  A  or  Alternative  D,  and  thus  a  smaller  effect  on 
cumulative  fire  protection  in  the  downtovfli  area.    Some  effect  on  cumulative 
fire  service  needs  by  the  Main  Program  is  likely,  however. 

8.  SCHOOLS 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  impacts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  on  the  Downtown  Community  College 
Center  and  the  local  schools  are  discussed  on  pp.  306-309  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  mix  of  residential  and  office  development  proposed  under  each  YBC 
alternative  and  the  Main  Program  could  have  an  effect  on  the  types  of  courses 
offered  at  the  Downtown  Community  College  Center.    Courses  now  offered  include 
courses  on  English  as  a  Second  Language,  computer  and  word  processor 
operation,  hospitality  services,  and  small  business  management.    The  Main 
Program  would  create  more  housing  than  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and 
would  be  expected  to  create  a  greater  demand  for  courses  of  interest  to 
residents.    The  majority  of  the  housing  would  be  market-rate,  and  interests  of 
the  residents  of  the  proposed  market-rate  housing  would  probably  be  similar  to 
those  of  office  workers.    The  Main  Program  would  allow  a  greater  level  of 
development  than  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  would  generate  more 
residents  who  would  utilize  the  resources  of  the  Downtown  Center.  The 
San  Francisco  Community  College  District  is  currently  operating  at  capacity; 
however,  resources  within  the  District  could  be  re-allocated  in  accordance 
with  demand  at  the  various  facilities.    Future  budget  conditions  are  uncertain 
at  the  present.    Increased  instruction  could  occur  in  meeting  rooms  and  other 
spaces  in  private  structures  that  are  open  to  the  public. /II/ 

The  additional  market-rate  dwelling  units  in  the  Main  Program,  compared  to  the 
YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  would  generate  additional  school-age  students. 
However,  fewer  than  40  children  would  be  expected  to  live  in  the  1,970 
market-rate  dwelling  units  proposed  for  the  Main  Program  (based  on  YBC  FEIR, 
pp.  307-308).    Any  students  living  in  the  YBC  area  could  be  accommodated  by 
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the  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
Di strict. /12/  No  school -age  children  would  be  expected  to  live  in  the 
subsidized  elderly  housing. 

An  estimated  20  pre-school  children  would  require  day  care  and  pre-school 
facilities.    Two  facilities  are  located  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.    St.  Patrick's 
day  care  center  is  located  at  366  Clementina  St.  immediately  to  the  west  of 
the  YBC  redevelopment  area  boundary.    It  has  a  capacity  of  37  three-  to 
six-year-olds  at  a  cost  of  $136  per  month.    There  are  currently  no  vacancies. 
The  Love  and  Learn  Day  Care  Center  is  located  at  1419  Howard  St.  between  10th 
and  11th  Streets.    Capacity  is  28  children  from  2-1/2  to  five  years  of  age. 
Cost  is  $172  per  month.    Open  since  October  1981,  this  center  currently  has 
room  for  ten  children. /1 3/ 

Both  of  these  centers  are  open  from  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.    Neither  provides 
care  for  infants.    The  closest  infant  facility  is  provided  at  the  YWCA  at 
1855  Folsom  St.  for  $350  per  month.    There  is  a  two  year  waiting  list  for 
infant  care./13/    While  some  child  care  may  be  provided  by  residents  of  senior 
citizen  housing  who  seek  income  and/or  activities,  it  is  likely  that  the 
senior  citizen  apartments  in  themselves  would  not  provide  adequate  day  care 
for  the  number  of  children  the  project  may  attract. 

Variants 

With  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housi ng/Increased-Off ice-and-Retai  1  Variant  for 
CB-1,  the  YBC  area  would  generate  about  six  fewer  students  than  under  the  Main 
Program.    With  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  the  YBC  area  would 
generate  about  10  fewer  students  than  under  the  Main  Program.    Variant  C,  the 
Housing  Variant  for  CB-2  would  generate  about  six  additional  students. 
Variant  D,  the  Increased  Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  SB-2  would  add 
about  eight  students  to  the  number  generated  under  the  Main  Program. 
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9.  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

The  impacts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  on  parks  and  recreation  are  discussed 
on  pp.  309-311  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  Main  Program  would  provide  more  open 
space  (a  total  of  about  525,000  sq.  ft.)  than  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives,  except  Alternative  C  (which  would  provide  about  one  million 
sq.  ft.).    Housing  provided  under  the  Main  Program  would  demand  some  public 
open  space.    This  demand  could  be  met  by  open  space  provided  under  the  Main 
Program.    In  addition,  office  workers  in  YBC  v/ould  demand  some  open  space  for 
eating  lunch  or  strolling  during  breaks.    The  Main  Program  would  meet  this 
demand,  as  well.    Since  the  proposed  "gardens"  on  CB-2  and  the  open  space  on 
the  roof  of  the  convention  center  on  CB-3  would  be  privately  developed,  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  not  be  responsible  for  their 
maintenance. 

Variants 

The  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2  and  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Off ice  Variant 
for  EB-2  would  be  the  only  variants  which  would  increase  the  demand  by 
residents  for  open  space  over  that  demanded  by  the  Main  Program.    For  each 
variant  these  demands  could  be  met  by  space  provided  under  the  rest  of  the 
Main  Program. 

10.  MEDICAL  SERVICES 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

As  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  pp.  311  -  312,  the  alternatives  would  probably 
not  have  an  effect  on  medical  services  in  YBC. 

With  the  Main  Program,  emergency  services  would  continue  to  be  provided  by 
Mission  Emergency  at  San  Francisco  General  Hospital.    A  level  of  medical 
emergencies  consistent  with  urban  business  and  residential  uses  could  be 
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expected  and  could  be  accommodated  by  the  hospital.    Most  employees  would  be 
expected  to  have  physicians  near  their  place  of  residence.    The  elderly,  who 
would  occupy  the  subsidized  housing,  customarily  have  private  doctors  because 
they  receive  Medicare  or  other  medical  assistance  and  few  would  be  expected  to 
use  the  South  of  Market  Health  Center  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  311).    It  is  possible  that 
additional  medical  services  would  be  offered  in  the  YBC  area  by  physicians  who 
might  lease  office  space  in  or  near  the  project. 

Variants 


To  the  extent  that  the  variants  would  allow  more  or  less  office  or  residential 
development,  there  would  be  a  corresponding  change  in  the  demand  for  medical 
services. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  J.E.  Kenck,  Manager,  City  Distribution  Division,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  letter,  December  29,  1981. 

in  Based  on  sewage  generation  factors  in  Table  B-1 ,  Appendix  B,  p.  247. 

/3/  Mervin  Francies,  Engineering  Associate  II,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water 
Program,  letter,  December  9,  1981.   

/4/  Gerald  Tyson,  Conmercial  and  Industrial  Supervisor,  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company,  letter,  December  11,  1981. 

/5/  David  Gavrich,  Assistant  Manager  for  Solid  Waste  Management,  Chief 
Administrative  Office,  Special  Projects,  City  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation,  January  6,  1982. 

/6/  Fiore  Garbarino,  Office  Manager,  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  letter, 
December  4,  1981 . 

HI  W.R.  Warren,  Manager,  Engineering,  Pacific  Telephone,  letter,  December  22, 
1981. 

/8/  Sergeant  Paul  Libert,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  telephone 
communications,  December  8,  1981,  and  December  30,  1981,  and  statistical 
information  supplied  December,  1981. 

/9/  Joseph  A.  Sullivan,  Chief,  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department,  letter,  December  14,  1981  and  telephone  communication,  December 
30,  1981.  Confirmed,  Chief  Edward  Murphy,  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department,  telephone  communication,  March  3,  1982. 
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/lO/  Chief  Edward  Murphy,  Chief  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department,  telephone  communication,  March  3,  1982. 

/II/  Caroline  Biesiadecki,  Director,  Downtown  Center,  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District,  telephone  communications,  September  19,  1977, 
December  28,  1981,  and  March  29,  1982. 

/12/  Graciela  Spreitz,  Program  Manager,  Area  One,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  telephone  communications,  December  29  and  31,  1981. 

/1 3/  Andy  Scott,  Childcare  Facilities  Developer,  Children's  Council  for 
San  Francisco,  telephone  communication,  March  23,  1982. 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 

1.    SUMMARY  OF  THE  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACTS  OF  THE  MAIN  PROGRAM 

The  Main  Program  would  generate  roughly  the  same  total  number  of  trips  (within 
S%)  as  would  Alternative  A.    However,  differences  in  methodology  between  this 
Supplement  and  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  preclude  a  direct  comparison  between  the 
effects  of  the  Main  Program  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  on  specific  modes  of 
transportation  (pedestrians,  transit,  vehicles).    (See  Appendix  C,  p.  251.) 

Pedestrians 

Congestion  would  occur  on  sidewalks  and  on  the  pedestrian  plazas  during  peak 
hours  when  the  convention  center  is  in  use.    The  increased  pedestrian  demand 
for  crosswalk  time  would  cause  congestion  at  street  corners.  Restricted 
sidewalk  widths  could  result  from  improper  placement  of  sidewalk  furniture  and 
street  trees.    Sidewalk  widening  could  be  necessary. 

Transit 

Certain  transit  routes/agencies  would  approach  or  exceed  capacity  during  peak 
hours  due  to  cumulative  ridership  and  YBC  Main  Program  demand.    In  1988,  the 
projected  build-out  year  for  YBC,  most  Muni  lines  v/ould  experience  "jammed" 
conditions  before  the  addition  of  Main  Program  riders.    Main  Program  riders 
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(not  including  those  from  the  convention  center)  would  comprise  about  19%  of 
the  cumulative  growth  increase  in  peak-hour  outbound  ridership  between  1982 
and  1988  (cumulative  growth  caused  by  projects  proposed  for  downtown  San 
Francisco;  a  list  of  projects  included  in  the  calculation  is  in  Appendix  C, 
p.  251). 

Street  Traffic 

Deteriorating  levels  of  operation  (to  Level  of  Service  D  at  some 
Intersections)  would  be  caused  by  increases  in  traffic  from  cumulative  and  YBC 
Main  Program  development.    Increases  in  pedestrian  volumes  in  crosswalks  would 
cause  further  deterioration  in  intersection  operation. 

Parking 

The  daily  parking  demand  which  would  be  generated  by  the  Main  Program  is 
estimated  to  be  about  10,000  parking  spaces.    The  Main  Program  has  the 
potential  to  provide  about  5,200  off-street  parking  spaces,  thus  creating  an 
approximate  4,800-space  net  deficit  for  the  Main  Program.    Current  City 
Policy,  as  stated  in  the  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master 
Plan  Regarding  Parking,  is  to  discourage  the  addition  of  any  parking  within 
the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area,  which  includes  portions  of  YBC 
north  of  Folsom  St. 

Freight  Loading  And  Local  Circulation 

A  localized  deficit  of  freight  loading  spaces  would  occur  on  five  blocks  under 
the  Main  Program.    Tour/charter  buses  loading  and  unloading  at  CB-1  could 
cause  congestion  nearby.    Project  plans  are  currently  not  detailed  enough  to 
assess  site-specific  impacts.    Garage,  freight  loading,  and  tour/charter  bus 
access  to  off-street  areas  in  YBC  could  adversely  affect  sidewalk  and  street 
operations  in  the  area.    Streets  most  affected  v/ould  be  Mission  (transit 
preferential  lanes),  Howard  (convention  center  entry  drive),  and  Third  and 
Fourth  Sts. 
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2.    THE  PROPOSED  MAIN  PROGRAM,  VARIANTS  AND  YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVES 

The  transportation  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  and  the  variants  have  been 
analyzed  using  an  updated  methodology  (see  Appendix  C,  p.  251,  for  an 
explanation  of  differences  between  this  methodology  and  that  used  in  the  YBC 
FEIR)  that  is  in  conformance  with  current  Department  of  City  Planning 
Guidelines. /I/    Where  appropriate,  revised  trip  generation  and  modal  split 
data  have  been  substituted  for  data  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Analysis  of  the  Main  Program  in  comparison  with  the  alternatives  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  indicates  the  overall  travel  estimated  to  be  generated  by  the  Main 
Program  would  be  equivalent  {within  about  5%)  to  the  travel  that  was  projected 
for  Alternative  A  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    Table  13  shows  a  comparison  of  daily  and 
peak-hour  travel  projections  in  person  trip  ends.    A  person  trip  end  is  a  one 
way  trip  either  to  or  from  a  location  made  by  one  person. 


TABLE  13:    TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1988;  MAIN  PROGRAM  AND  YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVES 
PERSON  TRIP  ENDS  (PTE) 


Main  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 
 Time                     Program  A               B               C  D 

Wednesday  (24  Hour)       203,200  198,000       120,600        39,300  170,400 

Weekday  Peak  Hour  29,600  28,000  19,500  4,240  18,300 
(4:30  to  5:30  p.m.) 


SOURCE:    YBC  FEIR,  Appendix  C,  Tables  C-4  to  C-7,  and  TJKM. 


Table  14,  a  comparison  of  total  travel  projections  for  the  Main  Program  and 
the  variants,  shows  that  selection  of  any  variants  would  have  a  negligible  (no 
more  than  6%  above  or  below  Main  Program  travel)  effect  on  overall  travel 
demand. 
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TABLE  14:    TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1988:  MAIN  PROGRAM  AND  VARIANTS 
PERSON  TRIP  ENDS  (PTE) 


Main 

Vari  ants 

Time 

Program 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Wednesday  (24  Hour) 

203,200 

212,400 

198,700 

205,900 

199,800 

Weekday  Peak  Hour 
(4:30  to  5:30  p.m.) 

29,600 

31 ,300 

29,300 

29,900 

28,500 

SOURCE:  TJKM. 

Main  Program  Analysis 


Travel  Demand.    As  shov/n  in  Table  13,  the  Main  Program  would  generate 
approximately  29,600  person  trip  ends  (pte)  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
Approximately  12,000  pte  would  be  generated  by  the  convention  center  during 
the  p.m.  peak,  as  was  assumed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  p.  57,  Appendix  F).  The 
remainder  of  the  trips,  approximately  17,600  pte,  would  be  attributable  to  the 
other  Main  Program  land  uses. 

Pedestrian  Impacts.    Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  north  of  Howard  St.  would  be  the 
principal  pedestrian  routes  through  the  YBC  area.    East-west  flows  on  Howard, 
Mission  and  Market  Sts.  would  also  be  increased.    Origins  and  destinations  of 
pedestrian  trips  to  and  from  the  YBC  area  would  be  transit  stations 
(Montgomery  St.  and  Powell  St.  subway  stations  on  Market,  Transbay  Terminal, 
CalTrans-Southern  Pacific  Terminal)  and  the  Hotel,  Retail  and  Financial 
Districts  north  of  Market  St.    Figure  31,  p.  319  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  illustrates 
future  pedestrian  flows  in  terms  of  magnitude  and  origin-destination 
patterns.    Origins  and  destinations  internal  to  the  YBC  area  would  differ 
slightly  as  the  Main  Program  uses  are  similar  but  not  identical  to  the  uses 
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assumed  for  Alternative  A  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  effects  of  a  maximum 
attendance  at  the  convention  center  (24,000  persons,  expected  to  occur  fewer 
than  five  times  per  year)  have  been  included  both  in  this  Main  Program 
analysis  and  in  the  YBC  FEIR  analysis  for  Alternatives  A  and  B. 

Table  15  shows  the  pedestrian  levels  of  operation  on  sidewalks  in  YBC.  As 
portions  of  the  YBC  area  are  currently  vacant,  under  construction,  or  used  for 
temporary  parking,  pedestrian  flows  on  sidewalks  in  the  YBC  area  are  less  than 
in  adjacent  areas  north  of  Market  St.    Pedestrian  flows  are  greatest  during 
the  peak  hours  with  lower  noon-hour  percentages  of  travel  than  are  found  north 
of  Market  St.    Table  C-3  of  Appendix  C,  p.  255,  shows  definitions  and  ranges 
of  pedestrian  operating  conditions. 

The  YBC  Main  Program  pedestrian  travel  would  move  p.m.  peak-hour  operating 
conditions  into  "crowded"  (restricted  selection  of  walking  speed  with  a  high 
probability  of  conflicts  between  pedestrians)  conditions  on  the  sidewalks  near 
Market  St.  (assuming  existing  sidewalk  width)  on  days  that  maximum  attendance 
at  the  convention  center  would  occur.    These  conditions  would  be  similar  to 
those  on  a  sidewalk  immediately  in  front  of  a  large  movie  theatre  when  a  movie 
is  over  and  people  leave  the  theatre. 

The  plans  for  Alternatives  A  and  B  in  the  YBC  FEIR  included  mid-block 
pedestrian  bridges  crossing  Howard  St.  and  Mission  St.  between  Third  and 
Fourth  Sts.  aligned  with  the  pedestrian  concourse  proposed  for  CB-1  and  CB-2. 
For  this  analysis,  mid-block  at  grade  crossings  rather  than  bridges  have  been 
assumed  under  the  Main  Program  for  either  Mission  or  Howard  Sts.  If 
grade- separated  pedestrian  bridges  were  not  provided,  delays  for  both 
pedestrians  and  vehicles  would  result  and  accidents  could  occur  involving 
pedestrians  attempting  to  cross  the  street  at  mid-block.    Both  Mission  and 
Howard  Sts.  are  relatively  wide,  requiring  a  long  time  for  pedestrians  to 
cross.    The  block  length  is  long  enough  that  vehicles  may  attain  speeds  of 
about  30  miles  per  hour  between  intersections.    These  factors,  and  the 
uncommon  occurence  of  midblock  crossings  which  make  them  unexpected  for 
drivers,  increase  the  potential  for  accidents,  so  that  such  crossings  are  to 
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be  regarded  as  a  serious  safety  problem  for  pedestrians.    Approximately  1,300 
to  1,600  pedestrians  per  peak  15-minute  period  during  maximum  attendance  at 
the  convention  center  were  assumed  to  use  proposed  mid-block  crossings  of 
Howard  and  Mission  Sts.    Mid-block  crossings  would  require  new  traffic  signals 
to  provide  adequate  safety.    Projected  operating  conditions  in  the  existing 
crossings  of  Howard  and  Mission  Sts.  at  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  would  be  at 
"crowded"  levels  under  the  post-YBC  conditions  with  reservoir  space 
requirements  (sidewalk  space  holding  pedestrians  waiting  to  use  the  crosswalk) 
that  would  block  travel  on  the  sidewalks.    The  convention  center  would  account 
for  almost  40%  of  the  Main  Program  pedestrian  travel  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Existing  sidewalk  and  crosswalk  widths  have  been  assumed.    If  future  sidewalk 
widths  are  not  larger,  the  conditions  shown  in  Table  15  would  be  valid.  Thus, 
future  sidewalks  could  be  widened  and  the  installation  of  sidewalk  furniture 
and  accessory  uses  (street  trees,  benches)  controlled  so  as  to  maximize  the 
effective  width  of  the  sidewalk  and  improve  operating  conditions  on  the 
sidewalks  over  those  shown  in  Table  15. 
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TABLE  15:         PEAK  15-MINUTE  PEDESTRIAN  VOLUMES,  INCLUDING  MAXIMUM  CONVENTION 
CENTER  ATTENDANCE 


Sidewalk  Width  (ft)  Flow  Pedestrian 

Sidewalk         Section  Actual     Effective^  Vol ume**    Rate***    Flow  Regime 


1981 


Fourth  St. 

(Mission-Market) 

Q  n 

0 .  u 

97n 

o .  U 

ihipeaeu 

Fourth  St. 

(Howard-Mi  ssion) 

Q  ^ 

7  n 

c  ou 

Third  St. 

(Mission-Market) 

1  't  .  D 

1  1  .u 

C.»\J 

unimpeaeu 

Third  St. 

(Mission-Market) 

1  U  .3 

o  .u 

97n 

7  7. 

T           A  /H  A/H 

impeaea 

Howard  St. 

(Con. Cen. -Fourth) 

1 Q  n 

o  .u 

n  7. 

O  n  An 

upen 

Howard  St. 

(Con. Cen. -Third) 

1  0  .u 

1  1  .u 

?n 
ou 

up6n 

Mission  St. 

(Third-Fourth) 

15.0 

12.0 

270 

1 .5 

Unimnpded 

1988  Base**** 

Fourth  St. 

(Mission-Market) 

9.0 

6.0 

750 

8.3 

Constrained 

Fourth  St. 

(Howard-Mission) 

9.5 

7.0 

790 

7.5 

Constrained 

Third  St. 

(Mission-Market) 

14.5 

11 .0 

660 

4.0 

Impeded 

Third  St. 

(Howard-Mi  ssion) 

10.5 

8.0 

550 

4.6 

Impeded 

Howard  St. 

(Con. Cen. -Fourth) 

19.0 

8.0 

640 

5.3 

Impeded 

Howard  St. 

(Con. Cen. -Third) 

16.0 

11.0 

520 

3.2 

Impeded 

Mission  St. 

(Third-Fourth) 

15.0 

12.0 

450 

2.5 

Impeded 

1988  Base  + 

Main  Program 

Fourth  St. 

(Mission-Market) 

9.0 

6.0 

1,080 

12.0 

Crowded 

Fourth  St. 

(Howard-Mi  ssion) 

9.5 

7.0 

830 

7.9 

Crowded 

Third  St. 

(Mission-Market) 

14.5 

11 ,0 

1,080 

6.6 

Crowded 

Third  St. 

(Howard-Mission) 

10.5 

8.0 

930 

7.8 

Crowded 

Howard  St. 

(Con. Cen. -Fourth) 

19.0 

8.0 

880 

7.3 

Crowded 

Howard  St. 

(Con. Cen. -Third) 

16.0 

11.0 

830 

5.0 

Impeded 

Mission  St. 

(Third-Fourth) 

15.0 

12.0 

635 

3.5 

Impeded 

Effective  widths  take  account  of  poles,  planter  boxes,  people  standing 
at  store  windows,  etc. 
Pedestrians  per  15  minutes. 

Pedestrians  per  minute  per  foot  of  effective  sidewalk  width.  See 
Appendix  C,  Table  C-3  for  definitions  and  volume  criteria.    Based  upon 
manual  counts  made  by  TJKM,  traffic  engineers,  Tuesday  and  Thursday, 
October  27  and  29,  1981,  between  7:00  and  9:00  a.m.  and  Wednesday  and 
Thursday,  November  4  and  5,  1981,  between  4:00  and  6:00  p.m. 
Includes  the  convention  center,  assumed  on  a  day  of  peak  occupancy 
(24,000  persons).    It  is  recognized  that  this  attendance  level  would 
occur  only  a  few  (less  than  five)  times  per  year. 

SOURCE:  TJKM. 
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Transit  Impacts.    An  analysis  was  made  of  the  cumulative  transit  impacts  due 
to  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  as  set  forth  in  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  Guidelines  (see  Appendix  C,  p.  251).    The  analysis  was  conducted 
on  a  system  level  which  considered  only  the  lines  or  blocks  of  lines  that 
serve  YBC,  and  not  the  entire  transit  system. 

Table  16  shows  the  projected  ridership  for  1988  conditions  on  all  transit 
agencies.    The  Main  Program  would  generate  approximately  2,480  outbound  p.m. 
peak-hour  Muni  trips.    As  shown  in  Table  16,  the  increase  due  to  the  Main 
Program  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  would  represent  19%  of  the  increase  in 
cumulative  development  demand  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (projects  included  in 
the  cumulative  demand  calculation  are  listed  in  Appendix  C,  p.  257). 

Analysis  of  the  transit  data  indicates  that  most  of  the  Muni  lines  analyzed 
would  be  in  jammed  conditions  for  the  1988  cumulative  demand  (including  the 
convention  center),  exclusive  of  any  other  demand  from  YBC,  unless  the 
capacity  of  the  system  were  increased.    Capacity  data  are  shown  in  Table  C-6, 
Appendix  C,  p.  258.    This  would  also  be  the  case  for  the  BART,  A-C  Transit, 
Golden  Gate  Transit  and  SamTrans  routes.    As  the  cumulative  demand  increases, 
the  period  of  the  rush  hours  during  which  transit  vehicles  are  loaded  to 
capacity  will  increase,  thus  extending  the  rush  hour  as  long  as  transit 
capacity  is  available. 

All  of  the  transit  systems  mentioned  have  five-year  plans  to  guide  future 
system  growth.    Currently,  each  of  the  agencies  has  unused  capacity  on  some  of 
its  lines  for  the  peak  hour.    Therefore,  until  the  projected  ridership  begins 
to  become  evident  on  the  transit  routes,  extensive  changes  will  not  be 
warranted.    The  transit  agencies  have  made  system-wide  projections  of  demand 
to  aid  in  planning  capital  costs  budgets  for  service  improvements.    Not  all  of 
the  cumulative  development  analyzed  in  this  report  has  been  incorporated  in 
the  transit  agency  projections.    Therefore,  the  planned  service  increases  in 
the  next  five-year  period  may  not  be  adequate  to  meet  the  projected  demand, 
particularly  the  demand  from  the  Main  Program,  which  would  occur  outside  the 
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TABLE  16:    P.M.  PEAK-HOUR  OUTBOUND  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP 


Mai n  1988  Base  +  Main  Program 
1981          1988  Base***     Program  Percent 

Agency*  Rider ship     Rider ship         Rider ship  Ridership         of  Inc.** 

Muni  28,500  40,200  2,480  *     42,600  19% 


BART 

Transbay  13,000  17,300 

Westbay  6,000  8,200 

A-C  Transit  9,100  12,700 

SamTrans  1  ,000  1  ,600 

Cal  Trans-Southern 

Pacific  4,600  6,400 

Golden  Gate 

Motor  Coach  5,000  6,900 

Ferry  1  ,100  1,600 


870  18,200  18% 

520  8,700  21% 

710  13,400  17% 

100  1,700  15% 

410  6,800  20% 

360  7,300  17% 

80  1,700  13% 


*     See  Appendix  C,  Table  C-6,  for  routes  included  in  projections. 

**   The  Main  Program  ridership  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  increase  in 

ridership  due  to  1988  Base  cumulative  development,  including  YBC. 

Cumulative  development  included  in  the  calculation  is  listed  in 

Appendix  C,  p.  257. 

***  1988  Base  includes  existing  ridership,  riders  from  cumulative  development 
outside  YBC  and  riders  from  the  convention  center,  but  not  from  the  rest 
of  the  Main  Program. 

NOTE:    See  Table  C-2,  Appendix  C,  p.  253  for  peak-hour  modal  split. 

SOURCE :  TJKM 


current  five-year  cycle  (as  would  some  cumulative  demand).    Several  of  the 
systems  are  constrained  by  physical  limits  that  will  prevent  significant 
service  increases  from  occurring  in  the  next  five  years.    Appendix  D,  p.  261, 
contains  a  discussion  of  the  capacity  restraints  on  the  transit  agencies. 
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Mixed- Vehicle  Impacts.    Seven  intersections  were  analyzed  to  determine  the 
effects  of  the  vehicular  traffic  from  the  Main  Program.    Traffic  assignment 
was  based  upon  possible  travel  corridors  to  seven  geographic  subdvisions  of 
the  regional  area.    (See  Table  C-2,  Appendix  C,  p.  253.)    The  seven 
intersections  chosen  for  the  updated  analysis  were  in  areas  through  which  most 
of  the  traffic  from  the  Main  Program  would  pass  and  hence  have  the  greatest 
potential  effect  on  level  of  service.    There  would  also  be  localized  impacts 
at  points  of  entry  to  parking  facilities  from  the  main  streets  in  YBC. 

Table  17  shows  the  impact  of  Main-Program-related  traffic  at  seven 
intersections  in  YBC.    The  1988  base  values  include  traffic  increases  from 
cumulative  development  (Appendix  C,  p.  257).    The  intersection  of  Fourth  and 
Howard  Sts.  is  currently  in  Level  of  Service  D  conditions  because  of 
construction  lane  blockage  associated  with  outgoing  construction.    Without  the 
lane  blocked,  the  intersection  would  operate  in  Level  of  Service  B.  Assuming 
that  intersection  capacity  would  remain  at  1981  levels,  the  seven 
intersections  would  be  brought  to  no  worse  than  Level  of  Service  C  operation 
during  the  peak  hours  by  the  cumulative  development  traffic.    Addition  of  the 
Main  Program  traffic  would  change  the  Levels  of  Service  from  Level  C  to  D 
conditions  during  the  peak  hour  at  four  of  the  intersections.    Increases  in 
pedestrian  activity  in  YBC  would  cause  more  delay  to  turning  vehicles  at 
intersections  in  the  YBC  vicinity. 

An  effect  of  increased  congestion  on  the  above  streets  would  be  a 
redistribution  of  travel  patterns  to  less  traveled  routes  and  potentially  a 
shift  from  automobile  to  transit  or  paratransit  if  any  transit  capacity  were 
available. 

Parking  Impacts.    The  daily  parking  demand  which  would  be  generated  by  the 
Main  Program  is  estimated  to  be  about  10,000  parking  spaces.    The  parking 
demand  has  been  calculated  based  on  the  numbers  of  vehicle  trips  projected  for 
work  and  non-work  purposes.    Residential  travel  has  been  included  in  the 
vehicle  trip  calculation  as  it  is  part  of  the  overall  trip  generation.  The 
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TABLE  17:    PROJECTED  PEAK -HOUR  INTERSECTION  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  (V/C)  RATIOS 


1981  1988  Base**     1988  Base+Main  Program 

Intersection  Y/T"^  LOS*      Y7C        UJ?*         TfZ  DTS^ 


P.M.  Peak  Hour 


Fourth  and  Market 

0.57 

A 

0.64 

B 

0.75 

C 

Fourth  and  Mission 

0,65 

B 

0.78 

C 

0.83 

D 

Fourth  and  Howard 

0.85*** 

D 

0.74 

C 

0.86 

D 

Fourth  and  Harrison 

0.65 

B 

0.79 

C 

0.87 

D 

A.M.  Peak  Hour 

Third  and  Mission 

0.68 

B 

0.74 

C 

0.79 

C 

Third  and  Market 

0.58 

A 

0.64 

B 

0.66 

B 

Fourth  and  Bryant 

0.55 

A 

0.71 

C 

0.84 

D 

LOS  -  Level  of  Service 
**    1988  Base  includes  existing  traffic,  traffic  from  cumulative  development 

outside  YBC  and  traffic  from  the  convention  center,  but  not  from  the  rest 

of  the  Main  Program. 
***  Some  restriction  at  intersection  due  to  lane  closure  for  construction. 

1988  values  assume  no  closure. 

See  Appendix  C,  Table  C-5,  for  definition  of  Levels  of  Service  and  Table 
C-4  for  lane  capacities  at  Level  of  Service. 

Based  upon  manual  intersection  counts  made  by  TJKM  in  December,  1981. 
SOURCE:  TJKM 


average  percentage  of  daily  non-work  trips  for  the  Main  Program  has  been 
estimated  to  be  48%.    Service  travel  and  goods  movement  would  account  for 
approximately  2%  of  the  daily  travel.    The  average  length  of  stay  for  non-work 
trips  is  estimated  to  be  two  hours. /2/ 

As  the  uses  in  the  Main  Program  would  generate  visitor  and  employee  travel 
outside  of  the  normal  workday  (8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.),  the  daytime  percentage 
of  trips  for  each  purpose  was  estimated.    Approximately  85%  of  the  work  trips 
were  assumed  to  occur  during  the  daytime  hours  and  70%  of  the  visitor  trips 
were  assumed  to  occur  during  the  daytime  hours.    All  of  the  service  trips  were 
assumed  to  occur  between  the  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  and  5:00  p.m.    For  estimation 
of  the  work  or  long-term  parking  demand,  all  of  the  vehicle  trips  for  work 


159 


YI.    Environmental  Impacts 


purposes  were  assumed  to  generate  demand  for  one  parking  space  per  trip  or 
about  7,500  spaces  for  the  Main  Program.    The  non-work  or  short-term  parking 
demand  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  non-work  trips  by  a  turnover  factor 
based  upon  the  average  length  of  stay.    The  turnover  factor  was  calculated  by 
dividing  a  9-hour  working  day  (8:00  a.m.  -  5:00  p.m.)  by  the  average  length  of 
stay  of  two  hours  to  give  a  factor  of  4.5.    The  average  short-term  (non-work) 
parking  demand  was  calculated  to  be  about  2,500  spaces  per  hour  for  the  Main 
Program.    The  total  parking  demand,  therefore,  would  be  the  work  demand  (7,500 
spaces)  plus  the  short-term  non-work  demand  (2,480  spaces),  or  about  9,980 
parking  spaces. 

The  Main  Program  has  the  potential  to  provide  approximately  5,220  off-street 
parking  spaces,  thus  creating  an  approximate  4,760  space  net  deficit  for  the 
Main  Program. /3/    If  all  of  the  new  spaces  were  short-term  only,  the 
short-term  supply  for  the  project  would  exceed  the  demand  by  2,740  spaces. 

The  parking  demand  from  each  of  the  buildings  analyzed  as  part  of  the 
cumulative  future  development  was  calculated  using  a  similar  methodology  and 
summed.    Long-term  demand  from  the  cumulative  projects  outside  YBC  (see  list 
in  Appendix  C,  p.  257)  would  be  14,800  spaces  per  day  and  average  short-term 
demand  would  be  2,530  spaces  per  hour  (assuming  a  9-hour  day,  8:00  a.m.  to 
5:00  p.m.).    The  Main  Program  demand  (7,500  spaces  long-term,  2,480  spaces 
short-term)  would  represent  34%  of  the  total  long-term  demand  from  the 
cumulative  development  (including  YBC)  and  49%  of  the  total  short-term  demand. 

As  the  Main  Program  incorporates  residential  units,  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
requirements  of  one  off-street  parking  space  per  four  market-rate  dwelling 
units  and  one  parking  space  per  20  subsidized  dwelling  units  would  have  to  be 
satisfied./4/   Thus,  510  spaces  would  be  required  for  the  residential  portions 
of  the  Main  Program. 

The  Main  Program  would  have  approximately  3,250  off-street  public  parking 
spaces  in  addition  to  those  proposed  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  additional  parking 
would  be  located  in  blocks  CB-1  (950  spaces),  CB-2  (1,500  spaces)  and  SB-2 
(800  spaces).    Two  of  the  alternatives  in  the  YBC  FEIR  proposed  public  parking 
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facilities  that  have  not  been  included  in  the  Main  Program.    Alternative  A 
showed  760  spaces  in  SB-3  and  Alternative  B  showed  1  ,250  spaces  in  EB-3  that 
are  not  shown  in  the  Main  Program.    Consequently  the  additional  public  parking 
in  the  Main  Program  could  be  considered  to  be  either  2,490  spaces  or  2,000 
spaces  depending  upon  which  Alternative  is  used  for  comparison.  The 
additional  public  parking  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan, 
but  would  be  in  excess  of  the  amount  normally  allowed  under  City  policy.  The 
Main  Program  parking  would  be  required  to  conform  to  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
only. 

Current  City  policy,  as  stated  in  the  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element 
of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding  Parking,  is  to  "Discourage  the  addition  of  new 
long-term  parking  spaces  in  and  around  downtown,  limit  the  amount  of  new 
spaces  to  that  which  cannot  reasonably  be  accommodated  by  transit  and  locate 
long-term  parking  facilities  in  areas  peripheral  to  the  downtown  commercial 
district."/5/    The  Master  Plan  Parking  Policy  has  also  stated  the  need  to 
"encourage  short-term  use  of  existing  parking  facilities  within  and  adjacent 
to  the  downtown  core  by  converting  all -day  commuter  parking  to  short-term 
parking  in  areas  of  high  demand  or  to  car/van  pool  parking  where  short-term 
parking  demands  are  low."/6/    The  Master  Plan  Parking  Policy  has  the  potential 
for  removing  any  basis  of  comparison  of  the  existing  supply/ demand  ratio  with 
future  parking  demands.    The  potential  would  exist  to  displace  long-term 
parkers  currently  using  parking  facilities  in  the  downtown  core.  The 
long-term  demand  from  the  cumulative  development  and  the  Main  Program  would  be 
added  to  unmet  demand  for  any  long-term  parkers  displaced  by  implementation  of 
the  Master  Plan  Parking  Policy. 

Imbalances  in  long-term  parking  demand  and  potential  supply  could  encourage 
the  use  of  car  pools  and  van  pools,  or  the  creation  of  satellite  (intercept) 
parking  facilities  in  outlying  non- residential  areas,  with  shuttle  or  expanded 
Muni  service  to  the  downtown  area,  or  increased  use  of  transit  directly. 
Peninsula  residents,  for  example,  could  find  CalTrans-Southern  Pacific 
commuter  trains  more  attractive  if  they  could  get  no  closer  to  downtown  with 
their  cars  than  the  train  terminal  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Sts.    All  transit 
options  would  add  to  the  burdens  of  the  regional  and  local  transit  system, 
parti cul  arly  Muni . 
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Truck  Deliveries  and  Loading.    The  Main  Program  uses,  exclusive  of  the 
convention  center,  would  be  required  to  provide  off-street  service  vehicle 
parking  in  compliance  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    The  Redevelopment  Plan 
would  require  the  provision  of  about  50  off-street  loading  spaces  to  serve  the 
Main  Program  uses,  exclusive  of  the  convention  center./?/ 

Table  18  shows  an  analysis  of  required  loading  space  in  comparison  with 
average  hourly  service  vehicle  demands  based  upon  data  published  in  Center 
City  Circulation  Program:    Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning. /8/    The  Main  Program  (excluding  the 
convention  center)  would  generate  approximately  1,250  service  vehicle  stops 
per  day.    At  2  vehicle  trip  ends  per  stop,  this  is  equivalent  to  about  2,500 
vehicle  trip  ends  per  day;  these  have  been  included  in  the  total  travel 
generated  by  the  Main  Program  and  represent  approximately  1%  of  the  total 
non-convention  center  travel.    Average  hourly  loading  space  requirements  are 
given  in  terms  of  spaces  per  hour  per  10,000  gross  square  feet  of  building 
space.    Aggregate  demand  for  the  Main  Program  would  be  about  56  spaces  per 
hour.    On  a  block-by-block  basis,  the  calculated  demand  is  projected  to  exceed 
the  required  number  of  loading  spaces  for  five  blocks  (CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-1 ,  EB-2, 
and  WB-2). 

Loading  docks  have  been  constructed  on  CB-3  for  the  convention  center. 
Constructing  additional  loading  facilities  for  uses  on  the  roof  of  the 
convention  center  is  likely  to  be  difficult,  if  possible.    Additional  loading 
facilities  on  CB-3  would  all  require  conveyors  or  elevators  to  transfer  goods 
from  street-level  to  the  roof  of  the  convention  center. 

Localized  Street  Impacts 

The  parking  proposed  for  CB-1 ,  CB-2  and  SB-2  would  have  an  impact  on 
operations  on  streets  to  which  the  parking  facilities  would  have  access.  As 
discussed  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  on  p.  61,  garage  access  on  CB-1  onto 
Mission  St.  would  have  an  impact  on  street  and  transit  operations.  Vehicles 
attempting  to  turn  left  into  or  out  of  the  garage  would  disrupt  traffic 
operations  in  the  transit  preferential  (diamond)  lanes  and  the  other  travel 
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TABLE  18:    MAIN  PROGRAM  OFF-STREET  LOADING  SPACES 


Redevelopment  Plan  Calculated 


YBC  Block 

Requirements 

Demand 

CB-1 

15 

14 

CB-2 

5 

10 

CB-3 

4 

8 

EB-1 

5 

6 

EB-2 

6 

8 

EB-3 

4 

4 

WB-1 

WB-2 

2 

3 

WB-3 

0 

SB-1 

1 

SB-2 

5 

2 

SB-3 

5 

1 

SB-4 

_Q 

50 

56 

SOURCE:    Requirements:    Table  4,  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan, 
Original  Ordinance  98-66,  April  25,  1966. 

Calculated  Demand:    Table  4,  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and 
Crowds  Movement  Study,  September  1980. 

lanes  on  Mission  St.  which  would  cause  operating  conditions  at  nearby 
intersections  to  deteriorate  from  the  levels  shown  in  Table  17,  p.  159. 

The  same  considerations  would  be  applicable  to  the  parking  use  on  CB-2. 
Garage  access  from  CB-2  onto  Mission  would  interfere  with  Muni  diamond  lane 
operations,  and  access  onto  Howard  St.  would  affect  the  proposed  mid-block 
pedestrian  crossing.    Access  onto  Third  or  Fourth  Sts.  from  garages  on  CB-1 
and  CB-2  would  be  preferable  from  a  traffic-operations  standpoint. 

The  Main  Program  would  have  hotel  uses  on  CB-1,  700  rooms  (Arcon-Paci fic)  on 
Third  St.  and  an  additional  1,500  rooms  elsewhere  on  the  block.    Based  upon 
data  presented  in  the  Final  EIR  for  Tower  No.  2  of  the  Hilton  Hotel,  the  total 
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hotel  rooms  could  have  the  potential  to  generate  approximately  100 
tour/charter  buses  per  day./9/   Tour  bus  loading  and  queueing  and  passenger 
loading,  if  not  provided  off-street  on  CB-1 ,  would  affect  Third  and 
Fourth  Sts.  and  possibly  Mission  St.    Tour  and  charter  bus  activity  at  the 
convention  center  has  been  previously  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pp.  338a,  342 
and  343).    The  location  of  the  convention  center  bus/taxi  driveway  in  relation 
to  the  one-way  westbound  direction  of  travel  on  Howard  St.  would  cause 
loading/unloading  passengers  to  cross  the  driveway  to  and  from  the  main 
entrance.    It  would,  however,  eliminate  the  need  for  buses  to  make  wide  turns 
across  Howard  St.  to  reverse  direction  into  the  entry  drive. 

Construction  Impacts.    The  construction  traffic  impacts  that  would  result  from 
the  Main  Program  would  be  similar  in  magnitude  and  timing  to  those  of 
Alternatives  A  and  B  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  pp.  346  and  347  for  a  description  of 
construction  impacts). 

Variants 

From  a  transportation  standpoint,  the  impact  of  three  of  the  four  variants 
would  be  approximately  equivalent  to  the  Main  Program.    Table  14,  p.  152, 
shows  that  Variants  B,  C  and  D  would  produce  levels  of  travel  within  1%  of  the 
Main  Program  for  both  daily  and  peak  period  travel.    This  same  variation 
carries  over  to  the  impact  analysis:  parking  demand,  transit  riderships  and 
intersection  traffic  increases  would  be  within  1%  of  the  projections  for  the 
Main  Program.    This  variation  for  Variants  B,  C  and  D  would  be  statistically 
insignificant. 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/I ncreased-Office-and-Retail  Variant,  would 
generate  approximately  6%  more  travel  for  all  of  YBC  than  would  the  Main 
Program.    Transportation  impacts  would  be  proportionately  increased  over  the 
Main  Program  impacts.    As  a  result  of  the  added  retail  and  office  space  and 
reduced  residential  space  on  CB-1,  transportation  impacts  would  be  increased 
in  the  vicinity  of  CB-1.    One  of  the  projected  uses  of  the  retail  space  v/ould 
be  a  department  store.    Under  Variant  A,  the  intensity  of  use  on  CB-1  would 
generate  approximately  20%  more  trips  from  CB-1  than  would  the  uses  proposed 
under  Main  Program. 
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A  major  department  store  in  CB-1  would  affect  transit,  traffic  and  parking 
conditions  in  the  northern  part  of  the  YBC  area.    The  peaking  characteristics 
of  travel  to  and  from  major  retail  uses  differ  from  those  assumed  in  the  rest 
of  YBC  as  retail -generated  peak  travel  occurs  outside  of  commute  periods.  The 
proximity  of  the  Fifth  and  Mission  public  parking  garages  and  accessory 
parking  proposed  for  CB-1  and  CB-2  (2,450  spaces)  would  tend  to  encourage  a 
direct  interaction  between  the  parking  facilities  and  the  retail  uses.  The 
peaking  characteristics  and  proximity  of  parking  could  cause  an  increase  in 
auto  use  in  the  CB-1  area  in  excess  of  that  assumed  in  the  Main  Program.  Auto 
use  could  increase  particularly  on  days  that  convention  center  attendance  was 
not  at  the  maximum. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact  Review,  Transportation  Impacts,  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  October  1980. 

in  The  parking  characteristics  data  are  from  a  federally  sponsored  research 
document:    National  Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program  (NCHRP),  1969,  Urban 
Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals,  Universities,  Office  Buildings,  and  Capitols, 
Rept.  No.  "577 

/3/  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
1979,  Table  3. 

IM  Ibid. 

/5/  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding 
Parking,  Resolution  7647,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  20  January 
ly//.  Policy  4,  pg.  4. 

/6/  Ibid,  Policy  2,  pg.  3. 

HI  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1979,  Table  4. 

/8/  Center  City  Circulation  Program:    Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods 
Movement,  Working  Papers  1,  2,  and  3  and  Final  Report,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  1980. 

/9/  Final  EIR  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel  Tower  No.  2,  EE  79.257,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Certified  January  29,  1981 . 
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G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
1.    CHANGES  IN  LOCAL  CLIMATE 

Changes  in  local  wind  patterns  would  occur  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  under  any  of 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  or  under  the  Main  Program.    These  changes  are 
described  generally  on  pp.  356-357  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    Changes  in  local  surface 
wind  patterns  would  result  from  the  effects  of  buildings  on  wind  flow.  The 
interactions  of  local  wind  patterns  with  high-rise  structures  are  complex; 
without  actual  building  layouts  and  designs,  estimated  effects  can  only  be 
speculative.    Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface 
treatment,  and  location  with  respect  to  other  structures  affect  surface- level 
winds.    Generally,  taller  buildings  result  in  higher  wind  speeds  and  more 
turbulent  wind  flows  than  lower  ones.    Buildings  located  in  close  proximity  to 
one  another  can  channel  the  wind  flow  and  can  result  in  gusty  winds  of 
variable  directions,  especially  at  building  corners. 

The  tallest  buildings  in  YBC  under  the  Main  Program  would  be  on  CB-1 ,  where 
some  buildings  may  be  as  tall  as  the  Redevelopment  Plan  allows,  400  ft.  On 
this  block,  balconies  at  the  upper  levels  of  building  towers  on  Fourth  or 
Market  Sts.  would  be  exposed  to  gusty  winds.    Any  rooftop  areas  of  structures 
near  high-rise  towers  would  also  be  very  windy,  and  probably  not  suitable  for 
outdoor  use.    Smooth  building  facades  on  the  tallest  buildings  on  CB-1  could 
direct  winds  down  the  building  faces  to  ground  level  ./I/ 

It  is  possible  that  the  covered  pedestrian  plaza  proposed  to  extend  from 
Market  St.  to  Mission  St.  through  CB-1  would  be  breezy.    The  covered  plaza 
would  connect  the  naturally  occurring  high-  and  low-pressure  areas  formed  up- 
and  down-wind  of  the  array  of  buildings  on  the  block,  which  could  result  in  a 
constant  breeze  through  the  plaza.    Another  area  of  possible  concern  is  the 
open  space  proposed  for  the  roof  the  convention  center  on  CB-3.  Although 
likely  to  be  partially  sheltered  by  surrounding  buildings,  it  would  be 
elevated  above  street  level,  and  thus  exposed  to  higher  winds  than  those  that 
would  occur  at  street  level. /I/ 
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Because  the  sun  generally  shines  from  the  south  and  west,  seldom  from  the  east 
(due  to  frequent  morning  fog),  and  never  directly  from  the  north  (see  YBC 
FEIR,  p.  357a),  areas  immediately  to  the  north  and  east  of  high-rises  on  CB-1 
would  be  shadowed  to  some  extent  by  CB-1  buildings  most  of  the  year. 

Open  plazas  are  being  considered  for  two  areas  on  CB-1:  at  the  Market  St. 
entrance  to  the  block,  and  at  Mission  St.,  east  of  St.  Patrick's  Church.  A 
building  400  ft.  tall  (the  maximum  allowed  within  the  height  limit  for  the 
block)  would  shade  the  proposed  Market  St.  plaza  every  afternoon  all  year 
round  if  placed  at  the  northwestern  portion  of  CB-1  on  Market  St.  (within  the 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  boundaries).    A  building  placed  here,  however, 
would  not  shade  the  Mission  St.  plaza  until  late  afternoon  (about  6:00  p.m.) 
in  the  late  spring  and  early  summer,  near  the  time  of  the  summer  solstice 
(June  22).    If  this  400-ft.  building  were  moved  further  south  along  the  Fourth 
St.  side  of  the  block  to  the  GSA  site  at  49  Fourth  St.,  it  would  shade  the 
Market  St.  plaza  at  noon  in  the  winter  (near  the  time  of  the  winter  solstice 
on  December  22),  but  would  not  shade  the  plaza  at  noon  or  in  afternoons  during 
the  rest  of  the  year.    However,  this  building  would  shade  the  Mission  St. 
plaza  from  mid-afternoon  (roughly  2:30  p.m.)  to  sunset  in  the  spring  and  fall 
(near  the  times  of  the  equinoxes  on  March  21  and  September  23),  and  from  the 
early  afternoon  (about  1:30  p.m.)  to  sunset  in  the  summer.    If  the  400-ft. 
building  were  moved  further  south  (and  east)  to  the  corner  of  Fourth  and 
Mission  Sts.,  it  would  not  shade  the  Market  St.  plaza  in  the  afternoon  at  any 
time  of  the  year.    It  would,  however,  shade  the  Mission  St.  plaza  almost  all 
afternoon  in  the  winter,  most  of  the  afternoon  (from  early  afternoon  until 
just  before  sunset)  in  the  spring  and  fall,  and  in  the  early  afternoon  in  the 
sunnier.    Furthermore,  a  building  placed  on  this  corner  would  shade  some  open 
space  on  CB-2  during  the  afternoon  in  the  summer  (see  pp.  64-64  of  the  First 
YBC  EIR  Supplement  ). 

Buildings  placed  near  the  northeastern  portion  (within  the  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  at  Third  St.)  of  CB-1  would  not  shade  either  of  the  plazas  under 
consideration  for  CB-1  or  any  part  of  CB-2  during  afternoons  at  any  time  of 
the  year.    They  would,  hov/ever,  shade  Market  St.  during  the  afternoons  all 
year  long,  and  EB-1  and  EB-2  on  sunrner  afternoons. 
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The  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  (p.  65)  contains  a  discussion  of  possible 
shadowing  effects  of  CB-1  buildings  on  open  space  on  CB-2.    Shading  of  CB-2 
would  occur  in  the  afternoons  near  the  time  of  the  summer  solstice  (June  22) 
if  a  building  200  ft.  or  taller  were  placed  near  the  corner  of  Mission  and 
Fourth  Sts.    Although  building  heights  on  CB-2  itself  would  be  limited  to  80 
ft.  (RFQ,  p.  21),  any  building  placed  along  CB-2's  western  edge  could  shade 
some  of  CB-2's  open  area  in  the  afternoons  part  of  the  year. 

2.    CONSTRUCTION  EFFECTS 

Earthmoving,  construction  activities,  and  particularly  excavation  for  new 
foundations  would  affect  local  air  quality  by  creating  suspended  particulates 
(dust).    In  contrast  to  gaseous  pollutants  and  to  small -size  particulates  from 
combustion,  a  large  percentage  of  the  particulates  from  construction  settles 
out  of  the  atmosphere  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from  the  source  and 
generally  does  not  penetrate  to  the  lungs.    It  has  been  estimated  that  the 
fraction  of  small-sized  construction  particulate  (less  than  30  microns  in 
diameter)  which  may  remain  suspended  indefinitely,  and  is  a  health  hazard,  is 
generated  at  the  rate  of  1.2  tons  per  acre  per  month  of  activity  (U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA),  August  1977,  Compilation  of  Air 
Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Third  Edition)/2/.    This  would  include 
emissions  from  excavation  and  earthmoving,  traffic  on  unpaved  surfaces,  wind 
erosion  and  construction  of  structures.    Levels  of  construction  activity  and 
their  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  357c-359.    Impacts  of  the 
Main  Program  and  variants  would  be  similar  to  those  of  Alternative  A. 

The  use  of  asphalt  for  road  paving  (for  curb  cuts)  would  generate  hydrocarbon 
emissions.    Regulation  8,  Rule  15  of  the  BAAQMD  prohibits  the  use  of 
rapid-cure  cutback  asphalt;  any  cutback  asphalt  used  during  April  through 
October,  except  when  the  temperature  is  below  50  degrees;  and  emulsified 
asphalt  containing  petroleum  solvents  in  excess  of  3%  by  volume. 
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3.    LONG-TERM  OPERATION  EFFECTS 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Long-term  air  quality  impacts  would  result  primarily  from  increased  vehicular 
emissions.    Stationary  source  emissions  (from  combustion  of  fuels  for  space 
and  water  heating)  could  be  expected  to  range  approximately  from  1%  to  20%  of 
the  mobile  source  emissions. /3/    Traffic  generated  by  the  Main  Program  in  1988 
would  produce  about  10.9  tons  per  day  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  1.0  ton  per  day 
of  hydrocarbons  (HC),  1.2  tons  per  day  of  notrogen  oxides  (NOx),  0.1  tons  per 
day  of  sulfur  oxides  (SOx)  and  1.6  tons  per  day  of  total  suspended  particulate 
(TSP  or  dust).    A  direct  comparison  of  these  amounts  with  those  generated  by 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  cannot  be  made,  because  of  differences  in 
transportation  methodology  (these  differences  are  explained  in  Appendix  C, 
p.  251).    It  is  likely,  however,  that  for  all  five  pollutants,  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  and  Main  Program  ranked  in  order  of  decreasing  amounts  of 
pollutant  generation  would  be:    the  Main  Program,  Alternative  A, 
Alternative  D,  Alternative  B  and  Alternative  C  (based  on  person  trip 
projections  shown  in  Table  13,  p.  151). 

Table  19  shows  worst-case  (poor  dispersion)  roadside  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 
concentrations  in  parts  per  million  (ppm)  at  seven  intersections  in  YBC  for 
1981  Existing  Case,  1988  Base  Case  (conditions  after  growth  in  the  area,  but 
without  the  project)  and  1988  Main  Program  Case.    The  1988  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  are  not  shown,  because  differences  in  transportation  assumptions 
and  methodology  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  in  this  Supplement  (see  Appendix  C, 
p.  251)  preclude  a  meaningful  comparison.    CO  concentrations  due  to 
implementation  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  are  shown  for  the  same 
intersections  in  Table  19,  below,  as  on  p.  383  of  the  YBC  FEIR;  one-hour 
concentrations  there  are  typically  about  60%  higher  than  one-hour 
concentrations  in  Table  19  and  eight-hour  concentrations  about  10%  higher.  In 
reality,  it  is  likely  that  a  ranking  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main 
Program  in  order  of  increasing  local  CO  concentrations  would  be  similar  to 
that  for  total  pollutants  generated,  that  is:    Alternative  C,  Alternative  B, 
the  Main  Program,  Alternative  A  and  Alternative  D. 
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TABLE  19: 

ESTIMATED  AND 

PROJECTED  WORST- 

•CASE  (POOR 

DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO 

CONCENTRATIONS 

i*  (ppm)**:  MAIN 

PROGRAM 

Averaging 

1981 

1988 

1988  Base  plus 

Locati  on 

Time 

Exi  sti  ng 

Base  Case+ 

Main  Program 

Harrison  & 

1-hour 

20.3 

13.8 

16.5 

Fourth 

8-hour 

10.2*** 

6.8 

7.1 

Fol som  & 

1-hour 

21 .2 

14.3 

15.6 

Third 

8-hour 

10.3*** 

6.8 

7.1 

Fol som  & 

1-hour 

20.1 

14.4 

15.8 

Fourth 

8-hour 

10.3*** 

6.7 

7.0 

Howard  & 

1 -hour 

20.8 

13.8 

14.6 

Third 

8-hour 

10.0*** 

6.5 

6.7 

Howard  & 

1-hour 

21 .0 

18.5 

21 .1 

Fourth 

8- hour 

1 0 . 3*** 

7.2 

7.8 

Mission  & 

1-hour 

24.5 

16.0 

16.9 

Third 

8-hour 

1 0 . 9*** 

7.0 

7.3 

Mission  & 

1-hour 

17.9 

11 .8 

12.5 

Fourth 

8-hour 

9.3*** 

6.0 

6.2 

*    Roadway -gene rated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 
Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  12.8  ppm  for  one  hour,  and 
7.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in  1981;  7.9  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in 
1988. 

**    ppm:    parts  per  million 

***    Exceeds  the  applicable  standards:    35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for 
8  hours. 

+    1988  Base  includes  existing  traffic,  traffic  from  cumulative  development 
outside  YBC  and  traffic  from  the  convention  center,  but  not  from  the  rest  of 
the  Main  Program. 

NOTE:    Eight-hour  concentrations  exceeding  the  standard  in  the  1981  Existing 
Case  occur  on  the  order  of  one  to  ten  times  per  year. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Projects,  Information  Bulletin,  updated  with  BAAQMD,  lybU,  tMi-AC-b  Lmission 
Factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 
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The  1978  YBC  FEIR  and  1978  YBC  EIS,  prepared  by  HUD,  which  was  largely  drawn 
from  the  YBC  FEIR,  contained  an  air  quality  analysis  which  assumed  that  fuel 
oil,  rather  than  natural  gas,  would  be  used  for  space  heating  in  YBC 
buildings.    This  assumption  was  based  on  the  belief  that  the  "natural  gas 
crisis,"  in  existence  at  the  time,  would  continue  or  worsen  by  1988,  making 
fuel  oil  use  necessary.    This  has  turned  out  not  to  be  the  case,  and  it  is 
planned  that  natural  gas  be  used  for  space  heating  under  the  Main  Program. 
The  fuel  oil  assumption  used  in  the  1978  air  quality  analysis  resulted  in 
projections  of  sulfur  dioxide  concentrations  in  YBC  exceeding  federal 
standards,  and  possibly  being  a  health  hazard  (YBC  FEIR,  pp.  371  -  377a).  In 
addition,  vehicle  emission  factors  available  in  1978  underestimated  the 
subsequent  beneficial  effects  of  state  and  federal  vehicle  emissions  control 
requirements.    Air  quality  projections  resulting  from  both  of  these 
assumptions  now  (1982)  appear  to  be  overestimations  of  pollutant 
concentrations  likely  to  occur  in  YBC  should  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
be  implemented. 

The  1988  Base  Case  CO  concentrations  would  be  lower  than  existing 
concentrations  because  of  the  projected  effects  of  government-mandated 
vehicular-emissions  controls  (BAAQMD,  1980,  EMFAC-6  Vehicular  Emission 
Factors).    Increases  in  traffic,  and  thus  the  number  of  pollutant  sources,  in 
YBC  due  to  the  implementation  of  the  Main  Program  by  1988  would  be  compensated 
for  by  the  effects  of  vehicle-emission  controls.    CO  concentrations  following 
project  implementation  would  be  greater,  however,  than  those  for  the  1988  Base 
Case,  which  would  be  below  1981  concentrations.    The  greatest  CO  contributions 
made  by  the  Main  Program  would  be  at  the  intersections  of  Harrison  and 
Fourth  Sts.  and  Howard  and  Fourth  Sts.    At  these  intersections  the  one-hour 
Main  Program  contribution  would  be  2.7  ppm  and  2.6  ppm,  respectively;  these 
are  increases  of  about  20%  and  14%  over  the  Base  Case  concentrations. 
Neither  federal  nor  state  standards  for  CO  would  be  exceeded  in  YBC  due  to 
implementation  of  the  Main  Program.    The  maximum  eight-hour  CO  concentration 
would  not  be  expected  to  be  more  than  90%  of  the  standard. 
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Subregional  CO  and  particulate  emissions  have  occasionally  exceeded  standards 
in  the  last  three  years  (see  Table  E-1 ,  Appendix  E,  p.  263).    The  1979  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Plan  (BAAQMD,  ABAG,  MTC)  states  that  ozone  pollution  will 
continue  to  be  a  regional  problem  in  the  future,  that  CO  and  particulate 
pollution  will  continue  to  be  problems  on  a  local  scale,  and  that  certain 
pollution  control  strategies  will  be  necessary  to  attain  and  maintain  the 
standards  for  these  pollutants  as  required  by  law.    The  Main  Program  would  not 
be  expected  to  have  a  measurable  impact  on  citywide  or  regional  air-pollution 
concentrations,  or  on  the  frequency  of  violations,  and  thus  would  not  directly 
conflict  with  these  strategies.    A  detailed  study  of  the  expected  effects  of 
YBC  on  regional  air  quality  (YBC  FEIR,  pp.  382-385a)  projected  emissions  from 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  to  have  a  statistically  insignificant  effect  on 
ozone  concentrations  in  the  South  Bay  and  other  areas  downwind  of  the  site. 
The  Main  Program  would,  however,  generate  additional  pollutant  emissions 
within  San  Francisco. 

The  garages  proposed  for  CB-1 ,  CB-2,  and  SB-2  ,if  underground,  would  be 
subject  to  CO  build-up  from  vehicle  exhaust  if  there  were  insufficient 
ventilation.    Without  detailed  garage  plans,  CO  concentrations  and  the  amount 
of  ventilation  necessary  to  disperse  these  concentrations  are  difficult  to 
project.    All  public  and  accessory  parking  garages  proposed  for  the  Main 
Program  would  have  ventilation  systems  in  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  (Sections  1005.1. A  and  5130). 

Variants 

Table  20  compares  roadside  CO  concentrations  resulting  from  implementing  the 
Main  Program  with  those  resulting  from  implementing  any  of  the  variants.  For 
ease  of  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  no  two  variants  would  occur  at  the  sane 
time,  and  that  all  YBC  blocks  not  containing  a  variant  would  remain  the  same 
as  under  the  Main  Program. 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Off ice-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1, 
is  the  only  variant  that  would  measurably  increase  local  CO  concentrations 
over  those  for  the  Main  Program.    This  is  because  Variant  A  replaces  300 
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TABLE  20:  PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  (POOR  DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO 

CONCENTRATIONS*  (ppm)**:  MAIN  PROGRAT^  AND  VARIANTS 


Averaging  1988  Base  Case  and  Variants  +  1988  Base  Case  plus 

Location           Time  A         B         CD"  Main  Program 

Harrison  &       1-hour  16.6     16.4       16.5    16.3  16.5 

Fourth           8-hour  7.1       7.1        7.1      7.0  7.1 

Folsom  &          1-hour  15.7     15.6       15.6    15.5  15.6 

Third            8-hour  7.2       7.1        7.1      7.1  7.1 

Folsom  &          1-hour  15.9     15.7       15.8    15.8  15.8 

Fourth           8-hour  7.1       7.0        7.0     7.0  7.0 

Howard  &          1-hour  14.7     14.6       14.6    14.6  14.6 

Third            8-hour  6.7       6.7        6.7     6.7  6.7 

Howards          1-hour  21  .3     20.8       21  .1    20.7  21  .1 

Fourth           8-hour  7.8       7.7        7.8     7.7  7.8 

Mission  &        1-hour  16.9     16.8       16.9    16.8  16.9 

Third            8-hour  7.3       7.3        7.3     7.3  7.3 

Mission  &        1-hour  12.5     12.5       12.5    12.6  12.5 

Fourth           8-hour  6.2       6.2        6.2     6.2  6.2 

Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 

Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  12.8  ppm  for  one  hour,  and 

7.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in  1981;  7.9  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in 
1988. 

**  ppm:    parts  per  million 


+  Variant  A 
Variant  B 
Variant  C 
Variant  D 


the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 
the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 
the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2 

the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2 


NOTE:    None  of  the  concentrations  above  exceeds  the  applicable  standards: 
35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for  eight  hours. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Project.    Information  Bulletin,  updated  with  BAAQMD,  lybu,  EMFAC-5  Emission 
Factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 
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dwelling  units  with  400,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and  an  additional 
90,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  commercial  space,  both  of  which  would  generate  more 
traffic  per  square  foot  than  would  housing.    Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant 
for  CB-2,  would  generate  more  traffic  than  would  the  Main  Program,  but 
resulting  increases  in  local  CO  concentrations  would  be  less  than  0.1  ppm  (for 
both  one-hour  and  eight-hour  averaging  periods).    Implementing  any  of  the 
variants  would  result  in  no  more  than  0.4  ppm  change  from  those  under  the  Main 
Program.    No  standards  would  be  exceeded,  and  effects  would  be  similar  to 
those  discussed  under  the  Main  Program. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Donald  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist,  December,  1981,  "Wind 
Climate  and  Comfort  Analysis  of  the  Proposed  Verba  Buena  Center." 

in  The  silt  content  of  the  soil,  vehicular  traffic,  microclimate,  and 
activities  mix  of  the  project  from  which  this  emission  factor  was  derived  are 
not  representative  of  the  proposed  project,  and  nay  be  5  to  20  times  higher 
than  the  actual  emission  factors  at  YBC  construction  sites.  However, 
violations  of  the  State  standard  for  total  suspended  particulates  would 
probably  still  occur  on  and  near  these  sites. 

/3/  Should  fuel  oil,  rather  than  natural  gas,  be  burned  for  heating,  sulfur 
oxide  (SOx)  and  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP)  emissions  could  equal  or  be 
greater  than  mobile  source  emissions  for  the  same  pollutant,  depending  on  the 
sulfur  content  of  the  fuel  used. 

H.  NOISE 


1 .    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 


The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 


Construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  levels  near 
construction  sites  in  YBC.    Without  information  on  specific  construction 
equipment  to  be  used  at  specific  sites,  or  on  the  schedule  of  construction 
activities,  direct  comparisons  between  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the 
Main  Program  cannot  be  made.    The  range  of  construction  noise  and  its  various 
contributing  factors  are  discussed  on  pp.  394-395  of  the  YBC  FEIR.  This 
general  discussion  would  apply  to  the  Main  Program.    Table  21  shows  average 
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noise  levels  expected  during  construction.    The  existing  residences  nearest 
Main  Program  construction  sites  would  be  the  Woolf  House  apartments,  about 
170  ft.  from  the  nearest  construction  sites  on  CB-3.    Excavation  and  finishing 
noise  levels  from  one  of  these  nearest  sites  could  reach  78  dBA  at  Woolf 
House's  exterior  wall.    Should  construction  occur  at  three  sites  all  170  ft. 
from  Woolf  House,  exterior  noise  levels  could  reach  82  dBA.    Indoor  noise 
levels  in  this  case  could  reach  60-65  dBA,  enough  to  interfere  with  speech  and 
cause  annoyance.    San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  274-72,  "Regulation  of  Noise," 
Section  2907(b),  adopted  in  1973,  requires  that  all  powered  construction 
equipment,  except  impact  tools,  not  emit  more  than  80  dBA  measured  at  100  ft. 
from  the  source.    A  special  permit  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is 
required  for  nightime  construction. 


TABLE  21:    TYPICAL  COMMERCIAL /INDUSTRIAL  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  50  FEET 


Construction  Phase  Average  Noise  Level*  (Leq) 

Ground  Clearing  84  dBA 

Excavation  89 
Foundations  78 
Erection  85 
Finishing  89 


*   These  noise  levels  would  be  reduced  to  comply  with  the  Noise  Ordinance  by 
the  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see 
pp.  490  -  491) 

SOURCE:    Bolt,  Beranek,  and  Newman,  December  31,  1971,  Noise  from  Construction 
Equipment  and  Operations,  Building  Equipment,  and  Home  Appliances,  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  p.  2U. 
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2.    LONG-TERM  NOISE  IMPACTS  AND  LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY 
The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Street  traffic  noise  would  continue  to  be  the  dominant  noise  source  in  YBC 
after  development  of  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 
Differences  in  methodology  used  to  project  for  1988  traffic  volumes  for  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  for  this  Supplement  (see  Appendix  C,  p.  251)  preclude  a 
meaningful  direct  comparison  between  resulting  traffic  noise  levels.    The  YBC 
FEIR  states  on  p.  395  that  the  increases  in  traffic  associated  with  the 
highest-density  alternatives  (A  and  D)  would  increase  the  24-hour  CNEL 
(similar  to  Ldn)  /I/  by  less  than  2  dBA  over  the  noise  level  that  would  exist 
in  1980  without  the  YBC  development  (a  noise  difference  of  3  dBA  is  barely 
perceptible  to  the  typical  human  ear).    Thus,  the  average  noise  environment  in 
YBC  in  future  years  would  be  essentially  the  same,  with  or  without  development 
(YBC  FEIR,  p.  396).    Table  22,  below,  shows  traffic  noise  levels  calculated  to 
be  generated  by  existing  (1981)  traffic  and  by  1988  traffic  projected  to  be 
present  after  development  of  the  Main  Program.    The  table  indicates  that 
similar  to  the  conclusion  drawn  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  traffic  noise  in  YBC  would 
not  be  perceptibly  greater  after  full  development  than  it  is  now.    Table  22 
shows  that  both  existing  and  future  roadside  noise  levels  (Ldn)  in  YBC  range 
from  about  70  dBA  to  about  75  dBA.    Existing  noise  levels  (Ldn)  at  both 
existing  and  proposed  housing  sites  in  YBC  range  from  about  65  to  74  dBA  (see 
Table  9,  p.  88). 

Noise  level  differences  between  any  two  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  or 
between  an  alternative  and  the  Main  Program  are  likely  to  be  less  than 
differences  between  noise  levels  with  and  without  the  project.    The  average 
noise  levels  of  all  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  of  the  Main  Program, 
therefore,  would  be  essentially  the  same. 

Noise  levels  in  the  YBC  area  are,  and  would  continue  to  be,  incompatible  with 
some  uses,  particularly  housing,  without  some  mitigation.    Land  use  /  noise 
compatibility  is  discussed  on  pp.  396-407  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  Main  Program 
would  provide  more  housing,  considered  to  be  the  most  noise-sensitive  use, 
than  would  any  if  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  San  Francisco  Environmental 
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TABLE  22:    ESTIMATED  AND  PROJECTED  ROADSIDE*  TRAFFIC  NOISE** 


Noise  Level**  in  dBA 


1981  Existing  1988  Main  Program*^ 


Street  Segment 

Peak-hour  Leq 

Ldn 

Peak-hour  Leq 

Ldn 

Mission  St.  + 

71 

71 

71 

71 

Howard  St.  + 

73 

71 

74 

72 

Folsom  St.  + 

72 

74 

72 

74 

Harrison  St.  + 

73 

71 

74 

72 

Fourth  St.  ++ 

73 

73 

75 

75 

Third  St.  ++ 

70 

70 

71 

72 

*   At  15  meters  or  about  50  feet  from  the  center  of  the  roadway 

**  The  noise  model  used  was  calibrated  to  existing  measured  noise  levels. 

***Includes  Existing  and  Base  Case  traffic. 

+   between  Fourth  St.  and  Third  St. 
++  between  Mission  St.  and  Howard  St. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  FHVIA  Highway  Traffic  Noise  Prediction  Model,  1978, 
FHWA-RD-77-108,  and  based  on  traffic  data  form  TJKM. 


Protection  Element's  maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level  for  residences  is  60 
dBA  Ldn;  the  California  Noise  Insulation  Standards/4/  set  a  maximum  acceptable 
limit  of  60  dBA  CNEL  (similar  to  Ldn)./2/    Housing  would  be  provided  on  CB-1, 
EB-2,  SB-3,  SB-2  and  WB-3  under  the  Main  Program.    Hotel  rooms  (2,200)  would 
be  provided  on  CB-1.    These  would  be  subject  to  the  same  standards  as  the 
residential  uses.    Traffic  noise  levels  at  the  center  of  all  of  these  blocks 
would  be  about  65  to  70  dBA  (Ldn)./3/    Any  housing  or  hotel  rooms  on  any  of 
these    blocks,  therefore,  would  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  requiring 
mitigation.    Noise  levels  near  the  periphery  of  each  block  would  be  about  75 
dBA  Ldn,  so  an  exterior  noise  reduction  of  up  to  about  30  dBA  would  be 
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necessary  to  meet  the  California  Noise  Insulation  Standard  of  an  interior  CNEL 
of  45  dBA.    Measures  such  as  installing  double-pane  glass  windows  and 
sound- insulating  materials  in  residential  buildings  may  be  necessary. 

Since  the  exact  nature  of  the  cultural  uses  in  the  Main  Program  is  not  known, 
it  is  assumed  (as  a  worst-case  estimate)  that  the  Environmental  Protection 
Element  guidelines/2/  for  classrooms  and  libraries,  a  maximum  staisfactory 
level  of  65  dBA  Ldn,  apply.    Cultural  space  is  proposed  for  CB-1 ,  CB-2,  CB-3 
and  EB-2.    The  24-hour  Ldn  at  CB-l's  cultural  space  in  the  Jessie  St. 
Substation  would  be  about  65  dBA/3/,  at  the  upper  limit  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Element's  "satisfactory"  level.    Some  noise  insulation  may  be 
necessary.    Cultural  uses  on  CB-2  and  CB-3  within  250  ft.  of  Fourth  St.  and 
within  500  ft.  of  Mission,  Third,  Folsom  or  Howard  Sts.  would  be  in  areas 
exceeding  the  65-dBA  Ldn  guideline.    Noise  insulation  may  be  necessary  to 
reduce  outdoor  noise  by  up  to  25  dBA  Ldn  in  order  to  achieve  an  indoor  Ldn 
level  of  45  dBA,  the  maximum  level  at  which  concentration  can  generally  remain 
uninterrupted.    The  project  developer  would  be  required  to  perfom  an  analysis 
of  the  noise  reduction  necessary,  and  include  needed  noise  insulation  features 
in  cultural  facility  design.    EB-2  would  have  200,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural 
space,  possibly  a  major  museum.    Placement  of  a  museum  anywhere  within  about 
250  ft.  of  Third,  Mission  or  Howard  Sts./3/,  a  restriction  which  takes  in  all 
of  EB-2,  would  exceed  "satisfactory"  levels,  and  require  some  noise 
insulation.    About  a  20-dBA  reduction  of  outdoor  noise  would  be  needed  to 
bring  indoor  levels  down  to  about  45  dBA  Ldn. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Element's  maximum  satisfactory  Ldn  noise  level 
for  retail  commercial  uses  is  70  dBA.    (This  guideline  is  most  likely  to  apply 
to  the  amusement,  recreation  and  entertainment  uses.)    Exterior  noise  levels 
at  proposed  retail  commercial  uses  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  EB-2,  SB-3,  SB-2, 
SB-1 ,  WB-3  and  WB-1 ,  placed  within  about  160  feet  of  Fourth  or  Folsom  Sts.,  or 
within  about  80  feet  of  Mission,  Third,  Howard  or  Harrison  Sts.,  would  exceed 
this  limit. /3/    In  these  cases,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements 
would  have  to  be  performed  by  the  project  developer,  and  the  needed  noisa 
insulation  features  included  in  building  design.    At  most,  a  roughly  20-dBA 
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reduction  of  outdoor  noise  (with  building  windows  closed)  would  be  needed  to 
bring  indoor  noise  down  to  a  50-55  dBA  noise  level,  which  is  generally 
acceptable  for  retail  commercial  activities  (i.e.,  speech  would  not  be 
strained  or  interrupted).    This  could  be  accomplished  with  tight  building 
construction. 

Activities  on  CB-2  itself  would  be  additional  noise  sources.    The  "gardens" 
uses  (see  I.  Background,  p.  1)  and  the  135,000  sq.  ft.  of 
amusement/ recreation/entertainment  would  be  centers  of  visitor  activity. 
Outdoor  performance  areas  are  proposed  for  some  of  the  "gardens."    Among  the 
noises  likely  to  occur  are  general  crowd  noise,  unamplified  music  and 
amplified  music.    A  noise  measurement  survey  conducted  by  Environmental 
Science  Associates,  Inc./5/  found  that  crowd  noise  is  about  65-70  dBA 
(15-minute  Leq)  at  20  ft.,  unamplified  folk  music  (strings  and  voice)  is  about 
70-75  dBA  at  20  ft.  (15-minute  Leq),  an  unamplified  trumpet  is  75-80  dBA 
(5-minute  Leq)  at  90  ft.,  and  amplified  music  about  85-90  dBA  at  240  ft. 
(15-minute  Leq)./6/ 

Woolf  House,  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  on  WB-3,  could  be  adversely 
affected  by  amplified  music  from  CB-2.    Placement  of  an  amphitheatre  at  CB-2's 
southwestern  corner,  across  the  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts.  from 
Woolf  House,  could  expose  Woolf  House  to  exterior  noise  levels  of  up  to  95  dBA 
from  amplified  musical  performances  in  the  amphitheatre  (assumes  amphitheatre 
"faces"  Woolf  House  and  that  there  are  no  intervening  structures).  Placement 
of  the  amphitheatre  near  the  northeastern  end  of  CB-2,  roughly  1,000  ft.  away 
from  Woolf  House,  and  facing  its  open  end  away  from  Woolf  House,  would  result 
in  maximum  noise  levels  of  about  65  dBA  at  Woolf  House.    This  noise  level 
would  be  masked  by  traffic  noise  along  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts.    Since  it  may  be 
difficult  to  retrofit  Woolf  House  with  needed  noise  insulation  should  an 
amphitheatre  or  other  outdoor  performance  area  be  placed  across  the  street, 
careful  design  and  location  of  the  amphitheatre  would  be  necessary  to  control 
noise  impacts  on  Woolf  House  residents. 
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Vari ants 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 , 
would  reduce  the  number  of  dwelling  units,  but  increase  the  amount  of  office 
and  retail  space  on  CB-1  over  that  proposed  under  the  Main  Program.  This 
would  result  in  exchanging  a  noise-sensitive  use  (housing)  for  less 
noise-sensitive  uses  (office  and  retail).    Housing  anywhere  on  the  block  would 
be  exposed  to  traffic  noise  levels  of  65-75  dBA  (Ldn),  and  thus  require  noise 
insulation  features  in  the  building  design.    In  addition,  the  retail 
commercial  and  hotel  uses  on  CB-1,  as  well  as  CB-l's  function  as  a  gateway  to 
all  of  YBC,  would  contribute  to  frequent  late-night  activity  noise  on  CB-1. 
Reducing  housing  on  CB-1  would  reduce  the  24-hour  population  exposed  to 
possibly  annoying  noise  levels. 

Eliminating  housing  on  CB-1,  as  proposed  under  the  No-Housing  Variant,  would 
further  reduce  the  impacts  discussed  above. 

The  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2  would  introduce  this  noise-sensitive  use  where 
none  was  proposed  under  either  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  or  the  Main  Program. 
Traffic  noise  levels  anywhere  on  CB-2  would  be  great  enough  to  exceed 
acceptable  standards  for  residential  use:    60-dBA  Ldn  for  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Element  and  60-dBA  CNEL  for  the  State  Noise  Insulation  Standards.  The 
Ldn  would  be  about  72-75  dBA  near  the  edges  of  the  block,  and  about  64-67  dBA 
at  its  center. /3/    Activities  on  CB-2  could  disturb  CB-2  residents.  Crowd 
noise  near  the  center  of  CB-2  may  be  audible  over  traffic  noise,  but  near  the 
edges  of  CB-2  traffic  noise  would  dominate.    An  unamplified  trumpet  25  ft. 
away  from  a  first-  or  second- story  residential  window  would  produce  noise 
levels  of  about  85-90  dBA  at  that  window,  however,  clearly  audible  over 
traffic  noise.    Should  an  amphitheatre  be  constructed  near  the  central  portion 
of  CB-2,  housing  roughly  300  feet  away  (near  the  edges  of  the  block),  could  be 
exposed  to  amplified  music  levels  of  up  to  90  dBA.    Designing  housing  to 
mitigate  either  of  these  peak  noise  levels  could  require  the  inclusion  of 
noise  insulation,  which  could  reduce  outdoor  noise  levels  by  about  40-45  dBA. 
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By  increasing  the  amount  of  housing,  Variant  C,  the  Increased-Housing  / 
Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2  would  increase  the  number  of  sensitive 
receptors  exposed  to  traffic  and  YBC  activity  noise.    Traffic  noise  at  the 
part  of  the  block  most  remote  from  surrounding  streets  would  have  an  Ldn  near 
Mission,  Third  or  Howard  Sts.  of  roughly  72  dBA.    The  only  noise  from 
activities  on  CB-2  likely  to  be  audible  across  Third  St.  on  EB-2  would  be 
occasional  peak  noises  such  as  those  from  amplified  music.    Assuming  minimal 
screening  by  some  buildings  on  CB-2,  amplified  music  from  near  the  center  of 
CB-2  would  produce  levels  of  up  to  70-75  dBA  at  the  edge  of  EB-2.    This  might 
be  audible  during  lulls  in  traffic  noise,  but  would  most  likely  be  masked  by 
traffic  noise  most  of  the  time.    Noise  insulation  required  to  reduce  traffic 
noise  impacts  would  be  sufficient  to  mitigate  activity  noise  impacts  as  well. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  CNEL:    the  Conmunity  Noise  Equivalent  Level,  which  is  similar  to  Ldn 
except  that  sound  level  measurements  taken  between  7:00  p.m.  and  10:00  p.m. 
are  weighted  5  dBA  higher  than  daytime  sounds,  in  addition  to  the  10  dBA  10:00 
p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  weighting.    In  practice,  CNEL  and  Ldn  rarely  differ  by  more 
than  2  dBA. 

in  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San 
Francisco,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  August  1974. 

/3/  Assumes  a  paved  ground  surface,  no  reflections  and  no  buildings  between 
street  noise  sources  and  the  receptor. 

IM  Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4,  of  the  California 
Administrative  Code. 

/5/  At  Golden  Gate  Park  on  December  6,  1981,  and  at  the  public  celebrations 
for  the  opening  of  the  George  R.  Moscone  Center  on  December  13,  1981.    A  Bruel 
and  Kjaer  Sound  Level  Meter,  Model  2206,  was  used. 

/6/  The  amplified  music  was  measured  in  the  convention  hall  at  the  Moscone 
Center,  and  is  likely  to  be  louder  than  a  comparable  situation  outdoors. 
Crowd  noise  was  measured  just  inside  the  entrance  to  the  convention  center, 
and,  although  more  comparable  to  outdoor  noise  than  the  amplified  music, 
should  also  be  taken  as  worst-case. 
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I.    RESOURCE  USE 
1 .  ENERGY 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Energy  used  in  Construction.    The  Main  Program  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
would  all  consume  energy  in  the  excavation  and  hauling  of  earth  for  building 
foundations,  the  construction  equipment  used  to  erect  the  buildings  and  the 
fabrication  and  delivery  of  construction  materials.    Table  23,  below,  shows 
estimated  construction  energy,  based  on  the  total  square  footage  of  structures 
to  be  built  under  each  alternative  and  the  Main  Program. 


TABLE  23:    ESTIMATED  CONSTRUCTION  ENERGY  FOR  YBC  STRUCTURES  TO  BE  BUILT,  1977* 


Construction  Energy 
Case:  (trillion  BTU) 

YBC  FEIR  Alternatives: 


A  10.8 

B  6.0 

C  4.4 

D  12.8 

Proposed  Main  Program  7.6 


*    1977  was  chosen  as  the  base  year  for  comparability  with  the  YBC  FEIR;  the 
table  shows  energy  needed  to  build  all  structures  constructed  since  1977  ,  as 
well  as  to  build  those  not  yet  constructed.    YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  C  and  D  do 
not  include  the  energy  necessary  to  construct  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention 
Center,  roughly  0.7  trillion  BTU. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 
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These  estimates  are  approximate,  and  include  only  energy  used  in  building 
erection  and  materials;  energy  used  for  excavation  and  removal  of  earth  in 
foundation  construction  cannot  be  quantified  at  this  time,  because  exact 
basement  depths  and  sizes  are  not  known. 

Operations  after  Development.    The  estimated  annual  energy  uses  for  each  YBC 
FEIR  alternative  and  the  Main  Program  (at  full  development)  are  shown  in  Table 
24.    The  table  shows  both  the  energy  used  directly  by  each  development  case, 
and  the  equivalent  energy  use  at  the  source  of  the  energy  (this  adjusts  for 
energy  losses  in  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  each  form  of 
energy).    These  estimates  were  based  upon  the  number  of  square  feet  of  each 
type  of  use  (residential,  commercial,  office,  industrial  and  convention 
center)  planned  and  on  the  total  vehicle  miles  traveled  by  traffic  generated 
under  each  case  (see  section  F.  Transportation).    These  estimates  can  be 
considered  "worst-case"  estimates ./I/   All  structures  were  assumed  to  be 
constructed  or  renovated  to  meet  applicable  State  Energy  Commission 
Standards. /I/ 

Table  24  indicates  that  Alternative  C  would  require  the  lowest  commitment  of 
fossil  fuels  for  both  electricity  and  natural  gas.    The  other  YBC  development 
cases  in  order  of  increasing  commitment  of  natural  gas  are  Alternative  B,  the 
Main  Program,  Alternative  A  and  Alternative  D.    In  order  of  increasing 
electricity  commitment,  they  are  the  Main  Program,  Alternative  B,  Alternative 
A  and  Alternative  D.    Table  24  indicates  that  the  Main  Program  would  require 
less  vehicular  fuel  than  would  Alternatives  A,  B  and  D,  but  more  than 
Alternative  C. 

The  annual  and  daily  variations  in  demand  for  electricity  and  natural  gas 
under  the  Main  Program  are  shown  in  Figures  17  through  20,  pp.  185  -  188.  Of 
primary  interest  in  these  Figures  is  peak  demand  data,  because  it  is  during 
peak  demand  periods  that  the  capacity  of  an  energy  system  is  likely  to  be 
exceeded.    For  electricity,  peak  demand  month  for  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
and  the  Main  Program  is  September,  due  to  increased  electric  demand  from 
air-conditioners  (Figure  17,  p.  185);  therefore,  the  daily  demand  graph  shows 
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TABLE  24:  PROJECTED  ANNUAL  ENERGY  CONSUMPTION:  MAIN  PROGRAM  AND  YBC  FEIR 
ALTERNATIVES 


Electricity 

Natural 

Gas* 

Vehicular 

Fuel 

TOTAL 

KWH+ 

6TU++ 

cu.ft.+ 

BTU-H- 

gal .+ 

BTU-H- 

BTU-H- 

YBC 

FTTR 

Alt. 

A 

140 

1.44 

306 

0.34 

11 .8 

2.70 

4.48 

B 

88 

0.92 

189 

0.21 

8.2 

1  .88 

3.01 

C 

50 

0.52 

174 

0.19 

4.7 

1.08 

1  .79 

D 

152 

1 .56 

844 

0.93 

11.8 

2.70 

5.19 

Proposed 

Main 

Program 

86 

0.89 

284 

0.31 

5.95 

1.37 

2.57 

*  The  YBC  I-L IK  assumed  that  fuel  oil  would  be  used  in  structures  over  a 
certain  size,  because  of  restrictions  on  the  natural  gas  supply  at  the  time. 
This  assumption  is  no  longer  valid,  and  all  numbers  have  been  corrected  to  the 
assumption  that  natural  gas  would  be  used  in  all  structures. 


+  KWH,  cu.  ft.  and  gal.  are  in  millions. 
++  BTU  are  in  trillions 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology, 
and  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 


a  typical  day  in  September.    Peak  demand  occurs  at  5  p.m.  on  such  days 
(Figure  18,  p.  186).    The  PG&E  Northern  California  Service  Area  peak-demand 
period  for  electricity  is  during  late  afternoons  in  August,  not  September. 
This  difference  is  because  San  Francisco  experiences  heavy  fog  most  August 
late  afternoons,  making  August  afternoons  cooler,  in  general,  than  September 
afternoons,  when  San  Francisco  experiences  less  fog.    For  natural  gas,  the 
peak  demand  month  for  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main  Program  is 
January,  due  to  increased  demand  from  space  heaters  (Figure  19,  p.  187); 
therefore,  the  daily  demand  graph  shows  a  typical  day  in  January.    Peak  demand 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc., 
Using  YBC  FEIR  Methodology 


FIGURE  17: 

Annual  Electricity  Consumption,  Main 
Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc., 
Using  YBC  FEIR  Methodology 


FIGURE  18: 

Daily  Electricity  Demand,  Main 
Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 
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FIGURE  19: 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc., 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc., 
Using  YBC  FEIR  Methodology 


FIGURE  20: 

Daily  Natural  Gas  Demand, 
Main  Program 
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occurs  at  7  p.m.  on  such  days,  as  buildings  start  to  cool  and  the  evening  meal 
is  prepared.    The  PG&E  Norther  California  Service  Area  peak  demand  period  for 
natural  gas  is  early  evening  hours  in  January,  which  coincides  with  that 
projected  for  YBC.    Figures  45  through  48,  pp.  413,  415,  417  and  419  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  show  annual  and  daily  variations  in  electricity  and  natural  gas 
demand  for  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    A  comparison  cannot  be  made  between  the 
natural  gas  demands  shown  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  those  for  the  Main  Program, 
because  the  YBC  FEIR  assumed  that  fuel  oil,  instead  of  natural  gas,  would  be 
used  in  the  largest  buildings  (as  required  by  then-effective  regulations, 
since  rescinded). 

Central  Block  1  under  the  Main  Program  would  demand  more  energy  than  any  other 
block  in  YBC.    CB-1  as  a  whole  would  demand  less  energy  under  the  Main  Program 
than  would  Alternative  D  uses  for  the  block,  but  more  than  Alternatives  A,  B 
and  C.    The  Main  Program  for  CB-1,  however,  would  require  more  natural  gas 
than  would  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  for  the  block. /2/    Its  projected 
annual  demand  of  98.1  million  cu.  ft.  would  be  about  twice  that  of 
Alternative  A  (48.5  million  cu.  ft.),  the  most  energy  intensive  of  the  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  for  CB-1.    The  Main  Program's  hotel  uses  would  be 
responsible  for  about  80%  of  this  demand.    This  high  proportion  is  due  to: 
1)  hotels  demand  large  quantities  of  natural  gas  for  cooking  (restaurants, 
room  service),  space  heating  and  water  heating;  2)  2,200  hotel  rooms  in  one  or 
more  high-rise  hotels  are  proposed  for  the  block. 

Variants 

Table  25  below,  compares  the  projected  energy  demands  of  the  proposed  variants 
with  those  of  the  Main  Program  uses  on  corresponding  blocks. 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/I ncreased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1, 
exchanges  300  of  the  market-rate  dwelling  units  in  the  Main  Program  for  an 
additional  400,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and  90,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail 
commercial  space  (part  of  a  department  store).    This  exchange  results  in  a 
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TABLE  25:       PROJECTED  ANNUAL  ENERGY  CONSUMPTION:  MAIN  PROGRAM  AND  VARIANTS, 
BY  BLOCK. 


Electricity  Natural  Gas  Total 

Case                         "HOT         TJU  cu.ft.         BTD  BTU 

(mill ion)  (bill ion)  (mill ion)    (bill ion)  (billion) 

Central  Block  1: 

Reduced-Housing/ 
Increased-Office- 

and-Retail  Variant      19.6         200  100.1  110  310 

No-Housing  Variant      13.3         136  83.3  92  228 

Main  Program  13.9         143  98.1  108  251 

Central  Block  2: 

Housing  Variant  10.2         104  26.1  29  133 

Main  Program  9.8         101  17.4  19  120 

Eastern  Block  2: 
Increased-Housing 

Variant  8.6  88  34.3  38  126 

Main  Program  12.4         127  30.3  33  160 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology 


small  increase  (2%)  in  natural  gas  demand  for  the  block,  and  a  greater 
increase  (41%)  in  electricity  demand  (primarily  for  office  machines  and 
lighting).    These  increses  would  result  in  an  energy  demand  about  59  billion 
Btu  greater  than  for  the  Main  Program,  a  roughly  24%  total  increase  for  CB-1 . 

Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  eliminates  the  dwelling  units 
proposed  for  CB-1  under  the  Main  Program,  but  does  not  replace  them  with 
office  space.    The  resultant  total  energy  demand  would  be  about  10%  less  than 
that  for  the  Main  Program  on  CB-1. 
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Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  result  in  an  additional 
300  market-rate  dwelling  units;  all  other  Main  Program  uses  would  remain 
unchanged.    This  addition  would  cause  a  4%  increase  in  electricity  demand,  a 
50%  increase  in  natural  gas  demand  and  an  overall  11%  increase  in  total  energy 
demand  for  the  block. 


Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Office  Variant  for  EB-2  would 
substitute  400  additional  market-rate  housing  units  for  some  of  the  office 
space  proposed  under  the  Main  Program.    This  exchange  would  result  in  a 
reduced  electricity  demand  (for  office  machines  and  lighting),  but  an 
increased  natural  gas  demand  (for  residential  uses)  for  the  block.  Because 
electricity  is  a  less  efficient  fuel  than  natural  gas  (due  to  generation  and 
transmission  losses)  the  at-source  energy  savings  (and  fossil  fuel  savings) 
resulting  from  reducing  its  demand  outweigh  the  energy  cost  of  increasing  the 
natural  gas  demand.    The  net  result  is  a  total  energy  demand  for  Variant  D 
about  20%  less  than  that  for  the  Main  Program  for  EB-2. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Since  YBC  FEIR  methodology  was  used  in  these  calculations,  the  standards 
assumed  are  those  that  were  in  effect  in  January,  1978.    Only  the  residential 
standard  has  been  changed  since  then.    The  new  residential  standard,  scheduled 
to  take  effect  July  1,  1982,  is  more  stringent  than  that  assumed  in  this 
Section,  but  would  result  in  numbers  no  more  than  10%  lower  than  those  shown 
in  Table  24  for  the  Main  Program.    All  numbers  in  Table  24  should  be, 
therefore,  considered  worst-case. 

/2/  In  order  to  facilitate  a  comparison  between  the  new  uses  and  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives,  the  natural  gas  demands  for  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  for  this 
block  were  recalculated  to  assume  that  all  space  heating  would  be  done  with 
natural  gas.    This  differs  from  the  YBC  FEIR,  which  assumed  that  fuel  oil 
would  be  used  in  buildings  over  a  certain  size. 
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2.  WATER 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Projected  total  average  daily  water  demand,  by  type  of  land  use,  is  shown  for 
the  Main  Program  and  compared  to  the  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  in  Table  F-1 , 
Appendix  F,  p.  267.    It  is  assumed  for  worst-case  analysis  that  the  hotels  and 
other  buildings  would  be  at  100%  occupancy.    The  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  427  -  432, 
discusses  the  water  use  impacts  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 

The  Main  Program  uses  would  require  a  total  average  of  about  1  ,800,000  gallons 
of  water  per  day. /I/   This  is  approximately  27%  more  water  than  required  by 
YBC  FEIR  Alternative  D,  which  would  have  allowed  the  greatest  amount  of 
development  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  which  would  require  a  total 
average  of  1,460,000  gallons  per  day.    In  addition  to  the  amount  cited  above, 
the  Main  Program  would  include  some  decorative  fountains  in  the  project  design 
which  would  use  water.    The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  would  be  able  to 
provide  the  projected  water  requirements  of  the  proposed  Main  Program  uses 
without  any  alterations  in  the  water  treatment  and  distribution  system. /2/ 

Variants 

Projected  total  average  daily  water  demand  by  type  of  land  use,  is  shown  for 
the  Main  Program  and  compared  to  the  variants  in  Table  F-2,  Appendix  F,  p 
259.    It  is  assumed  for  worst-case  analysis  that  the  hotels  and  other 
buildings  would  be  at  100%  occupancy. 

The  Main  Program  would  require  a  total  average  of  about  1  ,800,000  gallons  of 
water  per  day. /I/   Three  of  the  variants  would  generate  a  greater  water 
demand:    with  Variant  A  for  CB-1 ,  YBC  would  require  about  1  ,810,000  gallons  of 
water;  with  Variant  C  for  CB-2  YBC  would  require  about  1,860,000  gallons  of 
water  per  day;  with  Variant  D  for  EB-2  YBC  would  require  about  1,830,000 
gallons  per  day./!/   This  would  be  an  additional  10,000,  60,000  and 
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30,000  gallons  per  day,  respectively.    The  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
would  be  able  to  provide  the  projected  water  requirements  of  the  proposed 
variants  without  any  alterations  in  the  water  treatment  and  distribution 
system./2/ 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Based  on  water  consumption  factors  in  Tables  F-1  and  F-2,  Appendix  F, 
pp.  267  and  268. 

in  J.E.  Kenck,  Manager,  City  Distribution  Division,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  letter,  December  28,  1981. 

J.    GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Geologic  and  seismic  impacts  for  all  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the 
proposed  Main  Program  would  be  similar,  and  would  differ  only  in  the  severity 
of  the  impact  for  each  alternative.    These  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  on  pp.  433  -  437  and  are  updated  below. 

Except  for  those  areas  underlain  by  bedrock  (about  10%  of  the  site),  the 
unconsolidated  materials  underlying  the  site  form  a  poor  foundation  base  for 
high-rise  structures.    Most  high-rise  buildings  in  the  area  are  supported  on 
piles  driven  down  to  the  Colma  formation.    Hazards  associated  with  excavation 
are  dewatering  and  movement  of  material  into  excavation  pits.    Older  brick  and 
masonry  buildings,  streets  and  underground  utilities  would  be  especially  prone 
to  damage  should  settlement  caused  by  dewatering  take  place. 

The  greatest  potential  earthquake  hazards  would  most  likely  be  in  the 
southwestern  portion  of  YBC.    This  area  is  the  most  prone  to  liquefaction  and 
subsidence,  and  would  probably  experience  the  most  severe  groundshaking  during 
an  earthquake.    Reinforced  concrete  buildings  in  the  area  might  be 
structurally  damaged  by  a  major  earthquake,  but  would  probably  not  collapse. 
Damage  from  a  major  earthquake  is  likely  to  be  less  severe  elsewhere  in  YBC 
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where  groundshaking  would  be  less  intense  and  subsidence  and  liquefaction 
potential  would  be  less.    Older  brick  buildings  in  the  area  might  be  damaged 
with  some  collapse  of  walls  and  cornices.    Falling  glass  and  other  debris  from 
high-rise  buildings  would  also  be  a  safety  hazard  during  an  earthquake. 
Should  an  earthquake  occur  during  construction  of  buildings,  there  is  a 
potential  hazard  for  collapse  of  excavation  pit  walls  and  liquefaction  of  the 
sandy  soils  in  the  area.    Quicksand  conditions  might  occur  locally. 

Loss  of  life  and  injury  from  earthquakes  is  dependent,  among  other  factors,  on 
the  time  of  day  the  earthquake  occurs  and  the  alternative  chosen.  For 
Alternatives  A  and  D,  with  large  amounts  of  office  and  retail  commercial  uses, 
the  earthquake  hazard  would  be  greatest  during  the  daytime  when  facilities  in 
the  YBC  would  be  most  heavily  used.    Because  single-story  wood-frame 
structures  are  generally  accepted  as  being  the  safest  types  of  structure 
during  an  earthquake,  employees  living  in  such  structures  would  face  less  risk 
of  injury  at  home  than  at  work  in  the  high-rise  office  buildings  planned  for 
YBC.    The  Main  Program  and  Alternatives  B  and  C,  which  have  comparatively 
larger  amounts  of  residential  and  hotel  uses,  would  be  most  susceptible  at 
night,  when  residents  would  be  at  home  and  travelers  in  their  hotel  rooms. 

Under  Alternative  A,  high-rise  buildings  would  be  constructed  in  CB-1 ,  CB-2, 
and  the  eastern  blocks.    Bedrock  outcrops  would  provide  a  stable  foundation 
base  for  residential,  commercial,  industrial  and  parking  structures  in  SB-3 
and  SB-4.    Alternative  A  would  require  the  second  largest  amount  of  excavation 
of  all  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  greatest  loss  of  life  and  injury  in  YBC 
from  an  earthquake  would  probably  occur  if  a  major  earthquake  occurred  during 
the  daytime,  when  workers  would  occupy  the  offices,  retail/commercial ,  light 
industrial,  and  downtown  support  buildings.    Alternative  A  would  have  the 
second  highest  daytime  population  of  all  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 

The  amount  of  excavation  for  Alternative  B  would  be  less  than  for 
Alternative  A  because  of  the  construction  of  a  recreation/entertainment  park 
instead  of  the  office  -  commercial  and  entertainment  -  hotel  complexes  on 
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CB-2.    Alternative  B  would  result  in  a  larger  resident  population  and  lov/er 
daytime  office  worker  population  in  the  project  area  than  Alternative  A. 
Thus,  a  major  earthquake  would  pose  more  of  a  nighttime  hazard  to  personal 
safety  in  YBC  and  less  of  a  daytime  hazard  in  YBC  than  would  Alternative  A. 

Alternative  C  would  be  the  least  intensive  use  of  YBC  of  all  the 
alternatives.    The  same  geologic  and  seismic  impacts  as  Alternative  A  would 
apply,  although,  in  terms  of  excavation,  dewatering,  and  safety  hazards  during 
an  earthquake,  they  would  be  the  least  severe  of  all  the  alternatives. 
Alternative  C  would  house  the  greatest  number  of  permanent  inhabitants  out  of 
all  the  alternatives;  thus,  a  major  nighttime  earthquake  would  affect  the  most 
people  in  YBC  under  this  alternative.    Since  Alternative  C  would  have  a 
smaller  amount  of  office  and  retail /commercial  space  than  other  alternatives 
and  would  not  include  a  convention  center  and  a  recreation/entertainment  park, 
daytime  activity  would  be  less  than  for  the  other  alternatives,  thus  reducing 
earthquake  hazards  in  YBC  during  the  daytime. 

Alternative  D  would  permit  the  most  intensive  use  of  YBC,  and  would  therefore 
cause  the  greatest  geologic/seismic  impacts  and  hazards.    More  excavation,  and 
so  more  dewatering,  would  be  required  than  for  all  the  other  alternatives. 
Alternative  D  would  have  the  highest  amount  of  office  and  downtown  support 
structures  of  all  the  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives.    Thus,  potential  safety  hazards 
in  YBC  from  a  major  earthquake  would  be  the  highest  of  all  the  alternatives 
during  daytime  on  weekdays.    Conversely,  conditions  would  be  significantly 
less  hazardous  at  night  and  during  weekends  when  few  people  would  be  in  the 
project  area. 

The  proposed  Main  Program  would  be  under  the  same  geologic  constraints  as  the 
other  four  alternatives.    In  general,  more  convention  and  entertainment 
facilities,  market-rate  housing,  and  hotel  space,  and  less  retail-commercial , 
office  space,  and  downtown  support  buildings  would  be  constructed  than  in  the 
other  four  alternatives.    The  amount  of  grading,  excavation,  and  dewatering  is 
likely  to  be  greater  than  in  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  however,  due  to 
the  underground  construction  (ballroom/exhibit  space  and  parking  garage)  on 
CB-2  in  the  Main  Program.    This  construction  v/ould  not  occur  on  CB-2  under  any 
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of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  Main  Program  could  have  a  higher  nighttime 
population  than  daytime  population,  increasing  earthquake  safety  hazards  at 
night  and  reducing  them  during  the  day  in  YBC  in  comparison  with  the  other 
alternatives.    Most  of  the  office,  retail-commercial ,  and  institutional  space 
would  be  placed  on  unstable  soils;  special  foundation  and  structural 
considerations  (e.g.  pile  foundations  for  high-rise  buildings)  would  be  needed 
in  these  areas.    Areas  underlain  by  stable  bedrock  would  be  occupied  mostly  by 
market-rate  housing,  with  some  retail -commercial ,  light  industrial, 
institutional,  and  office  space. 

Variants 

Under  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Off ice-and-Retail  Variant  for 
CB-1 ,  more  office  space  would  be  constructed  on  CB-1  than  under  the  Main 
Program,  probably  requiring  more  excavation  and  slightly  increasing  the  safety 
hazard  on  this  block  of  a  daytime  earthquake  due  to  the  higher  daytime 
population.    The  hazard  to  the  nighttime  population  in  YBC  would  be  reduced  as 
a  result  of  the  decrease  in  housing  units  on  the  block. 

Under  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  housing  units  would  not  be 
constructed  on  CB-1.    If  the  reduction  in  floor  area  from  not  building  housing 
were  achieved  by  leaving  the  land  not  used  for  housing  open,  the  impact  from 
excavation  and  earthquake  hazard  would  be  reduced  on  this  block. 
Alternatively,  if  the  land  not  used  for  housing  were  used  for  office  space,  so 
that  the  height  of  buildings  were  reduced,  but  the  floor  area  held  constant, 
then  the  impacts  wuld  remain  the  same  as  under  the  Main  Program. 

Under  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  the  number  of  market-rate 
dwelling  units  on  CB-2  would  increase  over  that  in  the  Main  Program,  probably 
requiring  more  excavation  and  creating  more  of  a  nighttime  earthquake  safety 
hazard  on  this  block  than  would  occur  under  the  Main  Program. 

Under  Variant  D,  the  Increased  Housing/Reduced  Office  Variant  for  EB-2,  EB-2 
would  have  more  housing  units  and  less  office  space  than  under  the  Main 
Program.    The  amount  of  excavation  would  probably  not  change  substantially 
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from  what  would  be  required  under  the  Main  Program;  earthquake  safety  hazards 
would  increase  during  the  nighttime  and  decrease  during  the  day,  in  comparison 
with  the  Main  Program.    The  number  of  residences  exposed  to  subsidence  and 
liquefaction  hazards  would  also  be  increased. 

K.  HYDROLOGY 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

Potential  hydrologic  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  pp.  438-440. 
Hydrologic  impacts  associated  with  development  of  the  project  area  would  be: 
1)  dewatering  and  its  effects;  2)  coverage  of  the  ground  surface,  which 
affects  groundwater  recharge  and  surface  runoff;  3)  possible  overflows  of 
sewer/storm  drains  during  large  storms;  and  4)  seepage  of  groundwater  into 
subsurface  structures. 

Any  building  in  YBC  that  would  have  a  basement  level,  especially  high-rise 
buildings,  would  probably  require  dewatering  during  construction  except  in 
those  areas  of  YBC  underlain  only  by  bedrock  (see  Figure  14,  p.  93).  Since 
the  water  table  is  only  7  to  13  ft.  below  the  surface  in  the  YBC  area, 
buildings  with  basements  would  probably  extend  below  the  water  table, 
necessitating  dewatering  during  construction.    Dewatering  often  causes 
subsidence  in  surrounding  areas,  the  extend  of  which  depends  on  the  depth  of 
excavation  and  the  duration  of  dewatering.    This  subsidence  could  cause  damage 
to  streets,  underground  utility  lines  and  surrounding  older  buildings  which 
are  placed  on  shallow  and  relatively  weak  foundations.    The  Department  of 
Public  Works  generally  requires  that  a  surety  bond  be  posted  holding  the 
contractor  responsible  for  damages  to  streets  and  utilities,  should  they  occur. 

Alternative  D  would  have  the  most  extensive  construction  of  all  the 
alternatives,  and  would  probably  have  the  greatest  hydrologic  impact.    It  is 
likely  that  this  alternative  would  require  more  dewatering  than  any  of  the 
other  alternatives,  due  to  the  high  intensity  of  office  and  downtown  support 
construction.    Almost  all  of  the  land  area  would  be  covered  with  impermeable 
surface,  which  would  generate  the  greatest  amount  of  runoff  for  all  the 
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alternatives.    Dewatering  impacts  would  be  about  the  same  for  Alternative  B  as 
for  Alternative  A.    Alternative  B  would  have  more  permeable  surface  than 
Alternative  A,  allowing  more  water  to  be  absorbed  during  storms  and  creating 
less  runoff.    Alternative  C  would  have  the  least  hydrologic  impact  of  the  four 
alternatives;  however,  the  existing  convention  center  would  increase  the 
impact  of  Alternative  C  due  to  increased  dewatering  and  decreased  surface 
permeability.    With  less  intensive  development  than  the  other  Alternatives, 
dewatering  requirements  would  also  be  less.    With  more  park  land,  less  paved 
surface  and  fewer  underground  structures  than  the  other  Alternatives,  more 
permeable  surface  would  be  created  allowing  increased  water  percolation  into 
the  ground. 

The  proposed  Main  Program  would  have  the  same  types  of  hydrologic  impacts  as 
would  the  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    Dewatering  would  probably  be  of  the 
same  extent  as  Alternative  A  or  B.    The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  require  that  60%  of  CB-2  and  40%  of  the  roof  of  the  convention  center  on 
CB-3  be  open  space;  some  of  this  area  would  be  landscaped,  and  thus  partly 
permeable  to  rainwater.    The  percentage  of  the  water  permeating  into  the  soil 
that  reaches  the  storm  sewer  system  depends  on  the  depth,  porosity,  and 
permeability  of  the  soil,  and  the  duration,  intensity,  and  amount  of 
rainfall.    More  of  the  area  would  be  covered  with  impermeable  surface  than 
under  Alternative  C,  preventing  groundwater  percolation  opportunities 
available  under  Alternative  C.    The  extent  of  additional  dewatering  to 
accommodate  the  proposed  underground  parking  facilities  on  CB-2  would  depend 
on  the  number  of  levels  of  parking,  which  is  undetermined. 

Variants 

Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 , 
would  create  more  office  and  retail  space  and  less  housing  on  CB-1  than  would 
the  Main  Program.    If  excavation  is  more  extensive,  this  could  increase  the 
extent  of  dewatering  and  may  slightly  reduce  the  amount  of  permeable  surface 
available  for  groundwater  percolation;  the  determinant  would  be  the  depth  of 
any  underground  parking  for  this  and  all  of  the  other  variants. 
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Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 ,  would  have  same  amount  of  office 
space  on  CB-1  than  would  the  Main  Program.    Dewatering  effects  would  be  about 
the  same  or  slightly  less  than  the  Main  Program,  and  the  amount  of  impermeable 
surface  could  be  higher,  since  the  landscaping  often  associated  with  housing 
development  would  not  be  present. 

Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  create  housing  on  CB-2. 
Landscaping  for  the  housing  units  may  reduce  the  area  covered  by  impervious 
surfaces  in  comparison  with  the  Main  Program.    This  would  reduce  and  delay 
runoff  by  increasing  soil  absorption,  storage,  and  evapotranspiration. 

Variant  D,  the  Increased  Housing/Reduced  Office  Variant  for  Eastern  Block  2 
(EB-2),  has  more  housing  and  less  office  space  than  the  Main  Program  uses  for 
EB-2.    If  more  landscaping  is  used  for  the  housing,  then  more  permeable 
surface  would  available  than  under  the  Main  Program. 

L.  ECOLOGY 

The  effects  of  the  Main  Program  during  construction  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  all  four  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  (see  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  441-443),  and 
would  occur  on  a  continuing  basis  until  completion  in  1988.  Construction 
activity  would  eventually  destroy  all  of  the  weedy  vegetation  in  YBC,  forcing 
birds  to  leave  the  area  and  causing  a  reduction  in  their  numbers  proportional 
to  the  loss  of  habitat.    Construction  activity  would  also  destroy  many  old 
sewer  mains,  forcing  the  rat  population  inhabiting  them  into  adjacent 
structures  and  causing  a  need  for  temporary  rat  control  efforts.    The  cat 
population  may  also  be  decreased. 

Following  construction,  landscaping  would  provide  habitat  for  wildlife.  If 
landscaping  in  YBC  is  consistent  with  landscaping  trends  in  San  Francisco,  it 
is  likely  that  most  of  the  plants  would  be  non-native  species.    Wildlife  would 
probably  be  restricted  to  insects,  birds  tolerant  of  the  urban  setting  (e.g. 
domestic  pigeon,  house  finch,  English  sparrow,  Brev/er's  blackbird),  and  common 
soil  animals.    The  size  of  the  wildlife  population  on  the  site  would  be 
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proportional  to  the  amount  of  landscaped  land.    Thus,  due  to  the  proposed  two 
block  park,  Alternative  C  would  probably  provide  for  the  largest  wildlife 
population,  and  may  attract  species  of  wildlife  in  addition  to  those  mentioned 
above;  such  as  robin,  mockingbird,  starling,  various  salamanders  and  lizards, 
and  red  squirrel.    Alternative  C  would  have  the  highest  wildlife  population, 
because  it  would  have  the  most  open  space.  Alternative  B  would  have  the  next 
to  highest  wildlife  population,  followed  by  Alternative  A,  the  proposed  Main 
Program  and  Alternative  D. 

The  effect  on  rat  populations  in  the  project  area  would  be  about  the  same  for 
all  of  the  alternatives,  since  most  of  the  area  would  be  excavated  regardless 
of  the  alternative.    However,  Alternative  C  would  have  the  greatest  potential 
for  harboring  a  large  rat  population,  especially  if  the  sewer  mains  were  not 
removed  in  CB-2  and  park  land  were  created  on  existing  topography. 

M.    ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

The  Proposed  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 

At  the  time  of  writing  the  YBC  FEIR  (1977),  impacts  on  archaeologic  resources 
could  not  be  identified,  because  existing  resources  had  not  been  documented 
(see  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  444-445).    Since  that  time,  two  archival  studies  have  been 
completed.    In  November,  1977,  a  program  for  preliminary  testing  for 
archaeological  remains  on  CB-3  (the  convention  center  block)  was  developed  for 
San  Francisco's  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  as  the  convention  center 
developer,  and  was  identified  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
(p.  508).    Completed  on  July  1,  1978,  the  report  found  that  no 
archaeologically  important  remains  existed  on  CB-3. /I/ 

The  YBC  FEIR  also  included  a  mitigation  measure  that  an  approved 
archaeological  identification  and  monitoring  program  for  the  entire  YBC  area 
would  be  developed  by  the  San  Francisco  Area  Office  of  HUD,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and  the  subject  of  a 
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three-party  agreement  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  508).    The  "Memorandum  of  Agreement" 
(relative  to  cultural  resources)  was  formulated  on  February  2,  1979.  The 
agreement  stated  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  use  HUD  funds  to  prepare 
an  archival  study  to  identify  specific  locations  in  YBC  having  a  potential  to 
contain  important  archaeologic  material.    Based  on  the  archival  study,  HUD,  in 
consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  would  determine  if 
a  site  was  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  and  for  further 
study. /2/ 

In  November,  1980,  HUD  issued  a  Draft  "Memorandum  of  Agreement"  (relative  to 
architectural  resources)/3/,  stating  that  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  at  222 
Jessie  St.  (CB-1)  was  a  National  Register  property,  and  that  the  following 
additional  properties  in  YBC  were  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places: 

1.  The  Aronson  Historic  District  (composed  of  buildings  at  693  Mission  St., 
710  Mission  St.,  and  87  Third  St.); 

2.  The  Mercantile  Bldg.  (710  Mission  St.); 

3.  St.  Patrick's  Church  (748  Mission  St.); 

4.  The  Jessie  Hotel  (179-181  Jessie  St.);  and 

5.  The  Salvation  Army  Bldg.  containing  the  Senior  Activities  Center 
(360  Fourth  St.). 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  proposed  to  preserve  or  renovate  the 
Jessie  St.  Substation,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.,  St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the 
Salvation  Anny  Bldg.  (Senior  Activities  Center),  and  demolish  the 
Williams  Bldg.  (693  Mission  St.),  the  Blumenthal  Bldg.  (87  Third  St.)  and  the 
Jessie  Hotel.    HUD  recommended  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  be  allowed  to 
demolish  these  buildings,  subject  to  mitigations  such  as  photographing  the 
buildings  and  recording  their  floor  plans  prior  to  demolition.    HUD  determined 
that  rehabilitation  of  these  buildings  was  infeasible. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  are  currently  in  the  process  of  consulting 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  to  complete  the  Final  "Memorandum  of  Agreement."  The 
GSA  Bldg.  at  49  Fourth  St.,  included  in  the  Main  Program  but  not  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives,  was  determined  ineligible  for  the  National  Register  by  the 
GSA  Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer  on  January  8,  1981. /4/ 

On  February  6,  1981,  HUD  determined  that,  "After  the  completion  of  the 
archival  reports,  the  archeological  testing  in  the  Convention  Center  Block, 
other  soils  borings  and  excavations  in  the  project,  and  consultations  with  the 
California  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Staff  of  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  no  arti factual  material  was  identified  which 
could  be  considered  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places. "/5/   The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  are  consulting  with  the 
SHPO  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  on  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  concerning  Historic  Buildings. 

Under  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  St.  Patrick's  Church 
(756  Mission  St.,  CB-1),  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  (222-226  Jessie  St.,  CB-1), 
the  Senior  Activities  Center  (at  360  Fourth  St,  SB-1 ,  and  owned  by  the 
Salvation  Army),  and  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  (at  Mission  and  Third  Sts.)  would  be 
retained.    The  Jessie  St.  Substation  would  be  adapted  to  a  different  use 
(office  and  retail -commercial  space).    Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  would  also 
enhance  and  complement  the  structures  on  CB-1  by  the  use  of  pedestrian 
concourses  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  commitment  to  the  allocation  of  1% 
of  construction  costs  to  public  fine  art  works  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  448). 
Alternative  D  provided  no  guarantee  of  the  preservation  of  these  structures, 
and  would  not  provide  a  pedestrian  concourse  or  plaza  to  enhance  the  setting 
of  St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  St.  Substation. 

Similar  to  Alternatives  A,  B  and  C,  the  proposed  Main  Program  would  preserve 
those  buildings  having  the  greatest  architectural  significance:    St.  Patrick's 
Church,  the  Jessie  St.  Substation,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.,  and  the  Salvation 
Army  Bldg.  containing  the  Senior  Activities  Center.    The  Jessie  St.  Substation 
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would  be  adapted  for  office  and  retail  or  cultural  uses.    The  Mercantile  Bldg. 
has  been  rehabilitated  and  would  remain  as  an  office  building.    The  GSA  Bldg. 
(rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  Survey),  along  with  the  adjacent  parking  structure, 
would  be  demolished.    All  Heritage  rated  buildings  in  EB-1  and  EB-2  would  also 
be  demolished.    These  buildings  are:    the  Hess  Bldg.,  163-165  Jessie  St;  the 
Hotel  Jessie,  167-179  Jessie  St.;  Breen's  71-77  Third  St.;  81-85  Third  St.; 
the  Grace  Bldg.,  87-97  Third  St.;  the  Gallatin  Bldg.,  674-676  Mission  St.;  and 
the  Williams  Bldg.,  101  Third  St.  (see  Table  10,  p.  98  and  Figure  16,  p.  101). 

In  the  Main  Program  on  CB-1 ,  pedestrian  plazas  would  enhance  the  setting  of 
the  three  retained  buildings,  as  they  would  under  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  of 
the  YBC  FEIR.    The  structures  themselves  would  be  visible  to  pedestrians  as 
under  those  alternatives.    The  commitment  to  public  fine  art  discussed  above 
would  be  part  of  the  Main  Program,  as  well.    However,  it  is  likely  that  new 
buildings  proposed  for  CB-1  under  the  Main  Program  would  be  taller  than  those 
on  CB-1  under  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    This  could  contribute  to  an 
imbalance  in  building  scale  which  could  diminish  the  apparent  significance  of 
the  historic  buildings.    Although  some  of  the  land  uses  proposed  differ  from 
those  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  effects  on  preserving  or  demolishing 
existing  structures  would  remain  the  same.    One  exception,  however,  may  be  the 
underground  parking  garage  proposed  for  CB-2.    If  the  garage  were  two  or  more 
levels  deep,  unknown  archaeologic  resources,  which  have  not  previously  been 
disturbed,  might  be  uncovered. 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  concerning  Historic  Buildings,  being  prepared  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  in  consultation  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation, 
would  require  that  new  buildings  on  CB-1  and  within  50  ft.  of  Mission  St.  on 
CB-2  be  designed  with  height  and  scale  to  be  compatible  with  existing  historic 
structures. /6/ 
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Variants 

All  buildings  to  be  preserved  under  the  Main  Program  would  also  be  preserved 
under  any  of  the  variants.    However,  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing  / 
Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1,  would  increase  building  heights 
over  those  for  the  Main  Program  in  areas  near  or  immediately  adjacent  to 
historic  structures  on  CB-1. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Allen  Pastron,  Archaeological  Consultant,  letter  dated  July  1,  1978 

HI  R.M.  Utley,  Deputy  Executive  Director,  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation,  letter  dated  February  2,  1979. 

/3/  E.  Handschin,  Environmental  Analyst,  San  Francisco  Area  Office,  HUD, 
letter  dated  November  19,  1980. 

/4/  Carl  Blalock,  Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  GSA  Region  9,  letter 
dated  January  8,  1981. 

/5/  H.  Dishroom,  Area  Manager,  San  Francisco  Area  Office,  HUD,  letter  dated 
February  6,  1981 . 

/6/  Helen  Sause,  YBC  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
personal  communication.  May  1,  1982. 
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YII.    Mitigation  Measures 


VII.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


This  section  is  organized  in  the  same  sequence  as  the  Setting  and  Impact 
sections,  with  the  same  letter  designating  each  impact  category  as  in  those 
sections.    All  suggested  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  in 
the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  that  would  pertain  to  the  uses  proposed  in  this 
Supplement  for  development  of  the  Main  Program  are  summarized  at  the  beginning 
of  each  subsection  and  incorporated  here  by  reference  (pp.  447  -  509  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  pp.  77  -  85  of  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement).  Additional 
suggested  mitigation  measures  are  listed  following  the  summary.  Impact 
categories  for  which  no  YBC  FEIR  measures  are  applicable  and  no  additional 
measures  are  suggested  are  omitted  from  the  sequence.    The  suggested 
mitigation  measures  would  be  acted  upon  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Conmission 
just  prior  to  action  by  the  Commission  on  each  proposed  land  disposition  and 
development  agreement,  and  could  be  made  conditions  of  approval  on  each 
agreement. 

A.    LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  1%  of  the 
construction  costs  of  all  buildings  except  the  subsidized  housing  to  public 
fine  art  works. 

APPLICABLE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 

The  principles  and  design  standards  developed  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
urban  design  consultants  would  include  consideration  of  the  effect  of  building 
design  and  layout  on  the  visual  context  of  existing  buildings  of  identified 
architectural  or  historic  merit  on  CB-1  (Assessor's  Block  3706),  both  inside 
and  outside  of  the  Redevelopment  Project  Area. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  are  consulting  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  and  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  regarding 
a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  relating  to  Historic  Buildings. 

SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  developer  to  endeavor  to  make 
small,  affordable  retail /commercial  spaces  available. 

Should  housing  be  constructed  on  CB-2,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
requiring  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  design  both  housing  and  open  space 
to  eliminate  any  apparent  territorial  claim  or  "privateness"  the  housing  may 
exert  on  the  public  open  space  on  CB-2. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  placement  of  sidewalk  lighting  so  as 
not  to  interfere  with  the  vision  of  passing  motorists  and  to  avoid  creating 
reflective  glare  on  adjacent  buildings. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developer  of  the  Central 
Blocks  to  provide  litter  pick-up  for  areas  within  and  adjacent  to  Central 
Blocks  to  maintain  an  attractive  appearance  within  YBC. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  incorporating  design  measures  to 
mitigate  a  possible  visual  effects  of  continuous  adjacent  tall  buildings  along 
the  perimeter  of  CB-1  at  Fourth,  Market  and  Third  Sts.    These  measures  could 
include  the  provision  of  pedestrian-level  windows  and  gateways  that  allow  the 
passer-by  to  view  activities  in  the  interior  of  the  block,  and  the  use  of 
building  shape,  color,  shadow  lines  and  texture  to  break  up  the  line  of 
continuous  building  surfaces. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  new  housing  on  SB-2  be 
constructed  so  as  to  preserve  views  from  the  existing  TODCO  /  Los  Cabal leros 
Dimasalang  House  toward  CB-3  and  the  San  Francisco  skyline  to  the  extent 
possible  and  feasible. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide  space 
for  resident-serving  retail -commercial  uses  near  all  housing  sites  in  YBC. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  proposed  35,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  for  this  use  on 
SB-2. 

The  SPUR  study  (June,  1981)/?/  recommends  the  following  measures  to  preserve 
low-  and  moderate- income  housing  in  South  of  Market.    A  public  non-profit 
corporation  should  buy  out  residential  hotels  along  Sixth  St.,  rehabilitate 
them,  and  permanently  dedicate  them  for  low-  and  moderate- income  housing.  In 
order  to  minimize  per-unit  costs  of  housing  development,  the  City  should 
encourage  the  construction  of  relatively  high  densities  and  small  units.  The 
existing  requirement  for  the  inclusion  of  10%  low-  and  moderate-income  units 
in  all  developments  containing  over  50  units  should  be  applied  to  the  South  of 
Market  area.    Public  land  in  South  of  Market  should  be  made  available  to 
housing  developers  at  below  market  rates  in  exchange  for  development  of 
additional  low-  and  mode rate -income  units  on  the  sites.    Existing  fire  zone 
regulations  should  be  reviewed,  and  any  found  to  be  not  absolutely  necessary 
should  be  modified  to  reduce  construction  costs. 

While  the  degree  of  mitigation  attendant  such  action  is  speculative, 
consideration  could  be  given  to  expanding  the  scope  of  City  and  County 
ordinances  and  programs  designed  to  protect  and  expand  existing  low-  and 
moderate -income  housing.    Expansion  of  existing  ordinances  may  increase  the 
protection  of  low-  and  moderate- income  housing  west  of  YBC  (and  throughout  the 
City)  from  some  possible  effects  of  potential  real  estate  speculation.  It 
could  also  place  a  burden  on  property  owners  who  find  it  difficult  to  meet 
their  costs,  thereby  reducing  the  ability  to  maintain  the  quality  and  safety 
of  such  housing.    Amending  City  ordinances  would  require  action  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 

Rezoning  the  area  west  of  YBC  (between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.)  from  C-3-R 
(Downtown  Retail),  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial),  C-3-S  (Downtown 
Support  and  M-1  (Light  Industrial)  to  an  R  (Residential)  district  would 
preserve  housing  in  the  area.    Amending  the  City  Zoning  Map  would  require 
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action  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  to  approve  and  recommend  the  amendment 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  to  adopt  all  or 
part  of  the  recommended  change.    Although  this  measure  could  preserve  housing 
west  of  YBC,  it  may  not  be  able  to  preserve  low-income  housing.    In  addition, 
the  rezoning  could  make  the  area  more  attractive  for  residential  speculation 
than  it  would  be  under  existing  zoning  by  reducing  the  number  and  amount  of 
permitted  "incompatible"  uses. 

B.    HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 
Housing  Relocation 

Under  the  settlement  agreement  in  TOOR  vs.  HUD,  a  total  of  1,500  housing  units 
were  to  be  provided  in  the  City  to  help  with  the  rehousing  of  people  displaced 
from  YBC.    In  response  to  this  order,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  provided 
1,661  units  (Table  5,  p.  85,  YBC  FEIR).    In  addition  to  these  rehabilitated 
housing  units  made  available,  displaced  persons  were  also  eligible  for 
relocation  benefits  under  the  Federal  Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1970.  To 
accommodate  a  second  court  settlement  agreement,  four  additional  housing  sites 
within  the  YBC  area  have  been  provided;  in  YBC  FEIR  Section  Y.  B,  these  are 
described  under  the  various  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  as  Sites  1,  2,  3  and  4 
(Table  7,  p.  88,  YBC  FEIR). 

Business  Relocation 

Pursuant  to  Federal  relocation  requirements,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
provided  financial  aid  to  displaced  businesses  to  help  them  relocate 
permanently  within  or  outside  the  YBC  area  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  448). 


208 


VII.    Mitigation  Measures 


C.    SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  YBC  area  is  populated  now  almost  entirely  by  low-income  elderly  people. 
The  introduction  of  market-rate  housing  would  broaden  the  population  mix  of 
the  area  by  adding  mostly  a  non-elderly  population. 

APPLICABLE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  the  sales  agreements  of 
the  market-rate  units  proposed  on  CB-1  specify  that  the  purchasers  must  agree 
to  occupy  the  units  for  at  least  one  year  after  purchase. 

SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  Land  Use  mitigation  measures  listed  on  pp.  207  -  208  of  this  Supplement 
are  applicable. 

E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  developers  install  low-flow 
toilets,  urinals,  taps  and  showerheads  to  reduce  total  liquid  wastes 
discharged  into  the  sewers. 

Discharge  of  dewatering  wastes  from  construction  sites  would  conform  to  the 
Industrial  Waste  Ordinance. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  refuse  be  placed  in  metal 
dumpster  containers  to  facilitate  pick-up,  and  would  encourage  rooms  for  the 
storage  of  recyclable  wastes  in  all  buildings. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  installation  of  bicycle  racks  near 
office  building  entrances  for  use  by  messengers. 

All  construction  sites  must  be  fenced  under  the  Federal  Occupational  Health 
and  Safety  Administration  Regulations. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  recommend  security  systems  or  bonded  security 
guards  for  all  office  buildings,  retail -commercial  establishments,  and 
housing.    Implementation  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  developer.  Street 
lighting  should  be  designed  for  pedestrians  as  well  as  vehicles.  The 
Department  of  Public  Works  would  prepare  lighting  plans. 

APPLICABLE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 

Before  requesting  that  Jessie  St.  be  vacated  on  CB-1 ,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
v/ould  consider  requiring  the  developer  to  hire  a  qualified  plumber  to 
determine  whether  any  existing  buildings  are  connected  to  the  sewer  under 
Jessie  St.    Should  Jessie  St.  be  vacated  and  the  sewer  abandoned,  any 
buildings  that  are  currently  connected  would  be  reconnected  to  the  mains  in 
Fourth  St.  or  Mission  St.  at  the  expense  of  the  developer  or  the  Redevelopment 
Agency. 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  implementing  the  following  measures  to 
increase  effective  sidewalk  capacity  for  pedestrians: 

Widen  sidewalks  wherever  possible  along  Fourth  and  Third  Sts.  between 
Howard  and  Market  by  requiring  that  buildings  be  set  back  at  least  2  to  3 
ft.  from  the  property  line  fronting  the  sidewalk.    These  setbacks  would  be 
most  effective  if  implemented  consistently  over  the  entire  length  of  a 
block. 
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Work  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  which  authorizes  permits  for 
placement  of  sidewalk  furniture,  to  control  placement  of  width-restricting 
sidewalk  furniture  (street  trees,  benches,  litter  baskets,  etc.). 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  individual  employers 
within  YBC  to  implement  the  following  transit  and  traffic  impact  mitigation 
measures: 

Implement  "flex"  time  or  staggered  work  hours.    This  would  spread  the  peak 
loading  period  over  several  hours  and  reduce  projected  peak-hour  and 
peak-15-minute  volumes. 

Coordinate  car  pooling  and  van  pooling  among  employees. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  the  George  Moscone 
Convention  Center  management  to  coordinate  a  shuttle  service  with  the  major 
hotels  during  conventions. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  following  driveway  placement  and 
design  standards: 

Place  driveway  openings  at  least  50  ft.  from  crosswalks. 

Make  driveways  a  minimum  of  24  ft.  wide  for  two-way  movements. 

Provide  for  at  least  50  ft.  of  curb  between  adjacent  driveway  locations. 

Keep  the  number  of  driveways  to  a  minimum  with  good  design  practice. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  San  Francisco  Parking 
Authority  to  regulate  parking  rates  in  YBC  public  garages  in  order  to 
discourage  all-day  parking  (commuters)  but  allow  short-term  (1  to  4  hours) 
visitors  to  park  inexpensively.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
encouraging  owners  of  private  garages  in  YBC  to  implement  a  similar  rate 
structure. 
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The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department  are  responsible  for  regulating  construction  truck  activity  in 
San  Francisco.    Haul  routes  may  be  specified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
as  a  condition  of  construction  permits.    In  addition,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  consider  encouraging  YBC  contractors  to  direct  trucks  to  and  from  the 
James  Lick  Freeway  along  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  during  off-peak  traffic  periods. 

APPLICABLE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  currently  (1982)  preparing  a  Transportation 
Management  Plan  to  address  vehicular  traffic  circulation  and  automobile 
parking. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consult  with,  or  would  require  the  project 
developers  to  consult  with,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Bureau  of 
Traffic  Engineering  in  designing  the  pedestrian  access,  vehicular  access 
(including  taxi  and  tour  and  charter-bus  loading  areas),  and  off-street 
loading  facilities. 

SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developers  to  coordinate 
construction  activities  in  YBC  with  construction  contractors  for  any 
concurrent  nearby  projects  which  are  under  construction,  are  planned  for 
construction  or  later  become  known,  in  order  to  minimize  cumulative  traffic 
impacts  due  to  lane  closures  or  street  excavation. 

Construction  contractors  and  utility  companies  would  coordinate  work  schedules 
requiring  trenching  through  the  Conmittee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction 
and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP)  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during 
weekends  and  off-peak  hours. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  providing  off-street  parking  for 
construction  workers  on  the  development  site,  or  at  an  off-site  location 
y/ithin  the  project  area,  and  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide  Muni 
passes  to  construction  workers  to  minimize  temporary  parking  demand. 

Calculations  for  pedestrian  impacts  in  this  Supplement  include  the  assumption 
of  at-grade  mid-block  crossings  of  Mission  and  Howard  Sts.,  connecting  the 
mid-block  pedestrian  plazas  proposed  for  CB-1  and  CB-2  with  the  convention 
center  on  CB-3.    The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  would  be 
responsible  for  implementing  these  crossings.    If  they  were  not  implemented, 
projected  conditions  on  Third  and  Fourth  St.  sidewalks  would  be  worse  than 
shown  in  the  impact  analysis,  pp.  152  -  155  .    The  Department  of  Public  Works 
is  on  record  as  opposing  mid-block  crossings  in  YBC  for  safety  reasons 
(Jeffrey  Lee,  Director  of  Public  Works  and  the  Clean  Water  Program,  letters 
dated  August  14,  1980,  May  12,  1981,  and  March  5,  1982,  all  on  file  with  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Room  315,  45  Hyde  St).    The  Department  of 
Public  Works  recoimends  instead  the  use  of  mid-block  pedestrian  bridges  over 
Mission  and  Howard  Sts.    If  "at  grade"  pedestrian  crossings  are  developed  on 
Mission  and  Howard  Sts.,  (between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.)  appropriate  traffic 
control  devices  would  be  installed  to  reduce  the  potential  for  accidents 
involving  pedestrians  and  delays  associated  with  pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  the 
developer  provide  pedestrian  bridges,  which  would  reduce  these  hazards. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  provide 
adequate,  secure  and  safe  bicycle  parking  to  serve  YBC  residents  and  employees. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  limiting  or  excluding  access  from 
off-street  parking  facilities  onto  Mission  and  Market  Sts.  and  requiring 
provision  of  access  to  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  from  new  facilities,  instead. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  off-street  loading 
spaces  be  provided  to  meet  actual  demand,  calculated  according  to 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planing,  1980,  Center  City  Circulation 
Program;  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement,  v/orking  papers  1,2,  and  3 
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and  Final  Report.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer's  Office  to  make  convention  center  loading  docks, 
driveways  or  other  loading  facilities  available  to  uses  on  the  convention 
center  roof. 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet  the 
peak  demand  generated  by  cumulative  commercial  development  in  the  downtown 
area,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  to 
contribute  funds  for  maintaining  and  augmenting  transportation  service,  in  an 
amount  proportionate  to  the  demand  created  by  the  project,  as  provided  by 
Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Number  224-81  or  any  subsequent  equitable 
funding  mechanism  developed  and  implemented  by  the  City. 

Transit  agencies  could  provide  additional  transit  vehicles,  change  headways, 
and  possibly,  shift  routes  on  non-rail  systems  to  alleviate  the  overload  that 
would  occur  on  the  Muni,  BART,  A-C  Transit,  and  the  SamTrans  mainline  (Highway 
101  Route)  due  to  cumulative  development.    Implementation  of  this  mitigation 
measure  would  depend  primarily  on  the  availability  of  funds  and  on  actions 
initiated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Comnission  (MTC)  and  the 
respective  transit  agencies  and  districts. 


G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  reduction  of  dust  generated  by  excavation  and  other  construction 
activities  would  be  achieved  by  using  construction-industry-accepted  methods 
such  as  watering  the  site  and  covering  load  material  in  trucks. 

Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and 
location  with  respect  to  other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  of  high-rise  structures  to 
conduct  a  microclimate  analysis,  including  wind-tunnel  studies,  to  determine 
design-specific  impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for 
design  modifications  to  mitigate  these  impacts. 
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In  the  1978  YBC  EIS  HUD  required  that  one  or  more  of  the  following  specific 
measures  be  included  in  housing  design  to  reduce  indoor  levels  of  pollutant 
exposure  in  all  YBC  housing: 

Housing  units  be  at  the  second  level  or  higher. 

Recirculation- type  ventilation  system  and  central  forced- air  heating 
system. 

Electric  ranges  in  lieu  of  gas  ranges. 

Emission  vents  of  structures  separated  from  air  intakes  by  at  least 
15  feet. 

Air  intakes  elevated  at  least  ten  feet  above  street  level. 
Avoidance  of  long  linear  blocks  of  structures. 

No  direct  access  to  dwelling  units  from  parking  areas  through  a  common 
doorway . 

In  the  1978  YBC  EIS  HUD  required  mitigation  of  exterior  air  quality  as  follows: 

No  active  outdoor  areas  such  as  play  areas,  tennis  courts  and  swimming 
pools. 

This  measure  is  based  on  air  quality  calculations  performed  in  1978  for  the 
YBC  FEIR  and  HUD  YBC  EIS.    Assumptions  used  in  these  calculations  resulted  in 
what  now  appears  to  be  an  overestimation  of  projected  pollutant  concentrations 
for  outdoor  areas  in  YBC  (see  full  discussion,  p.  171).    Updated  methodology 
and  assumptions  indicate  that  carbon  monoxide  standards  would  be  exceeded  only 
on  portions  of  YBC  blocks  adjacent  to  the  James  Lick  Freeway  (First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement,  pp.  114  -  115).    Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  elsewhere  in  YBC, 
as  well  as  other  pollutant  concentrations  everywhere  in  YBC,  would  not  exceed 
standards. 

Air  quality  impacts  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  Transportation 
mitigation  measures  in  VII.,  F. 
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SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURE 

Shadow  analyses  would  be  performed  as  appropriate  by  developers.  Necessary 
modifications  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  shading  effects  on  proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible. 

H.  NOISE 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  powered  construction 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools  and  equipment,  regardless  of  age  or  date  of 
acquisition,  emit  no  more  than  80  dBA  when  measured  at  a  distance  of  100  ft., 
or  an  equivalent  sound  level  at  some  other  convenient  distance  (a  noise  level 
from  a  single  noise  source  drops  by  6  dBA  with  every  doubling  of  distance). 
Impact  tools  and  equipment  must  have  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  recommended 
by  the  manufacturers  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  as  best 
providing  maximum  noise  attenuation.    The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance 
requires  a  special  permit  for  construction  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  implementing  the  following 
post-construction  site  planning  noise  mitigations: 

Setting  back  housing  from  the  major  streets. 

Orienting  housing  away  from  noise  sources,  with  courtyard  and  balcony 
areas  screened  from  the  noise  by  the  building. 
Using  noise  barriers  such  as  walls. 

Placing  bedrooms  as  far  as  possible  from  exterior  noise  sources. 
SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  ensure  that  residential  and  hotel 
uses  incorporate  necessary  noise  insulation  features  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  California  Noise-Insulation  Standards  (Title  25, 
Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4,  of  the  California  Administrative  Code). 
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Residential,  cultural,  office  and  retail /comniercial  uses  in  areas  exceeding 
maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level  guidelines  specified  by  Transportation 
Noise  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco  (San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  August  1974)  would  receive  a  detailed  analysis  of 
noise  reduction  requirements  and  have  needed  noise  insulation  features 
included  in  their  design.    These  features  may  include  sound- rated  glass 
windows,  air-conditioning,  and  tight  building  construction.    All  exterior 
traffic  noise  levels  in  YBC  can  be  reduced  to  acceptable  interior  noise  levels 
(about  45  dBA  Ldn  or  CNEL)  through  appropriate  building  design. 

Should  housing  be  constructed  on  CB-2,  mitigation  measures  in  addition  to 
those  required  under  State  Noise  Insulation  Standards  and  City  Noise  /  Land 
Use  compatibility  guidelines  would  be  necessary  to  reduce  the  effects  of  peak 
noises  from  activities  on  CB-2.    It  is  likely  that  noise-insulating  materials 
capable  of  a  40  -  45  dBA  reduction  of  exterior  noise  v/ould  be  needed.  Masonry 
construction  and  installation  of  sound-rated,  double-pane  glazed  glass  in 
gasketed  windows  can  reduce  outside  noise  by  up  to  60  dBA.    (Charles  M. 
Salter,  PE,  consultant  in  acoustics  for  Olympia  &  York,  personal  interview, 
December  3,  1981.)    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  ensure  that  the  developer 
incorporates  appropriate  noise  insulation  in  CB-2  housing  to  reduce  exterior 
noise  levels  by  up  to  40-45  dBA. 

Should  an  amphitheatre  or  other  outdoor  performance  area  be  provided  on  CB-2, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  Central  Blocks  developer  to  perform 
an  acoustical  analysis  to  develop  a  design  and  placement  which  would  have 
minimal,  if  any,  noise  effects  on  Woolf  House  residents  and  residents  of  all 
other  housing  proposed  for  or  existing  in  YBC.    Necessary  amphitheatre  or 
outdoor  performance  area  design  modifications  would  be  implemented  to  minimize 
effects  of  amplified  sound  on  Woolf  House  and  other  residents. 
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I.    RESOURCE  USE 
ENERGY 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  the  use  of  a  total  energy  system  for 
development  of  all  new  buildings.    Because  several  major  structures  would  be 
designed  and  built  in  the  same  area  at  about  the  same  time,  an  exceptional 
opportunity  exists  to  incorporate  a  total  energy  system  into  the  design  {see 
Section  VII.  I.,  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  498  -  499). 

SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  developing  design 
criteria  for  all  new  bul dings  to  preclude  development  from  significantly 
shading  other  YBC  building  sites  or  sites  outside  the  redevelopment  area 
(shading  would  reduce  the  availability  of  sunlight  for  use  as  solar  energy). 
The  Agency  would  review  each  building  design  proposal  to  ensure  that  it  would 
conform  to  these  criteria. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each 
development  to  minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of 
nonrenewable  energy  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.    The  Agency 
would  review  each  building  design  to  ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  all 
criteria.    See  Appendix  F,  p.  265  for  a  sample  list  of  such  criteria. 

WATER 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  use  of  low-flow  toilets,  urinals, 
taps,  and  shov/erheads  to  reduce  water  consumption.    Convention  Center 
engineers  have  incorporated  this  measure  into  the  convention  center  design. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  agreed  to  use  a  water-efficient  form  of 
irrigation,  such  as  drip  irrigation,  and  drought-resistant  landscape  materials 
in  the  open  space  areas  to  reduce  irrigation.    Convention  Center  engineers 
have  incorporated  this  measure  into  the  convention  center  design. 

SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  to  recycle  the  water  used  in 
all  decorative  fountains. 

J.    GEOLOGY  -  SEISMOLOGY 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

Buildings  would  be  designed  in  conformance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  Article  23,  Sections  2314A  to  K  to  withstand  damage  resulting  from  the 
ground  motions  which  might  occur  during  the  maximum  probable  earthquake.  For 
buildings  which  are  six  stories  and  higher,  the  anticipated  interaction 
between  the  site  and  the  structural  frame  during  a  major  earthquake  must  be 
considered  in  the  design.    The  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
requires  that  building  designs  meet  these  criteria. 

To  insure  adequate  foundation  support  for  proposed  new  structures,  a  licensed 
soils  engineer  would  be  retained  to  investigate  the  site  and  prepare 
recommendations  based  on  current  soils  engineering  practice  as  required  by  the 
Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan.    All  buildings 
would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  the  soils  engineer's  recommendations. 

Periodic  checks  of  structures  in  and  adjacent  to  the  site  could  be  conducted 
by  the  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  to  determine  if  settlement 
were  occurring  in  areas  subject  to  potential  subsidence  and  to  differential 
settlement.    Building  inspection  is  conducted  ordinarily  only  after  a 
complaint  has  been  filed  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection. 
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All  buildings  would  be  designed  and  positioned  in  conformity  with  the  policies 
of  the  San  Francisco  Conmunity  Safety  Plan.    High-rise  buildings  would  be 
designed  or  positioned  to  minimize  the  fall  of  debris  and  glass  onto 
sidewalks,  streets  or  other  areas  where  people  are  likely  to  gather.  New 
office  towers  would  be  set  back  from  the  street  above  the  second  story  of  the 
structure  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  501). 

Erodible,  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  exposed  during  construction  would 
be  protected  from  wind  erosion.    Clays  and  silt  might  be  a  source  of  dust  in 
the  area.    The  ground  surface  could  be  wetted  down  daily  with  reclaimed  water. 

SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  each  developer  of  a 
high-rise  structure  to  prepare  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  in 
consultation  with  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services.    This  would  insure 
coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the 
developer's  plans  as  well  as  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency.    The  developer's  plans  would  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Office 
of  Emergency  Services  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of 
final  building  permits.    The  appropriate  plan  would  be  prominently  posted  in 
each  high-rise  building  to  be  constructed. 


K.  HYDROLOGY 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

If  in  the  judgment  of  the  City  Engineer  unacceptable  subsidence  occurs  during 
the  construction,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  the  developer 
initiate  groundwater  recharge  to  halt  the  settlement. 

Groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  filtered,  if  this  is  found 
necessary,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  the  sewer  system. 
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L.  ECOLOGY 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developers  to  use  vegetation  native 
to  Northern  California  for  landscaping,  to  the  extent  feasible. 

APPLICABLE  FIRST  YBC  EIR  SUPPLEMENT  MEASURE 

Rat  control  efforts  may  be  needed  temporarily  during  construction,  if  the 
abandoned  sewer  line  in  Stevenson  St.  are  exposed.    The  Department  of  Public 
Health  would  be  responsible  for  implementing  this  measure. 
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VIII.    UNAVOIDABLE  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


The  unavoidable  significant  environmental  effects  of  implementation  of  the 
Main  Program  and  its  variants  are  generally  within  the  limits  described  in  the 
YBC  FEIR,  pp.  511-516  and  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  p.  86.  Those 
instances  where  the  effects  would  differ  from  or  exceed  those  of  the  four  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  are  discussed  below: 

Land  Use  and  Social  Characteristics:    Hotel  uses  (2,200  rooms)  and  cultural 
uses  (345,000  sq.  ft.)  would  be  provided  under  the  Main  Program  and  variants. 
To  a  greater  extent  than  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  the  Main  Program 
would  make  YBC  a  day-and-night  visitor  activity  center  extending  from  Market 
Street  to  the  Convention  Center. 

More  market-rate  dwelling  units  (a  total  of  1,970  units)  would  be  provided 
under  the  Main  Program  and  variants  than  under  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives.    The  greatest  number  of  market-rate  units  proposed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR  is  1,000  (Alternative  C).    The  resulting  ratio  of  market-rate  to 
subsidized  dwelling  units  for  the  Main  Program  is  more  than  2  to  1 .  A 
mixed- income  population  would  reside  in  YBC;  this  population  would  consist  of 
more  middle-  and  upper-income  residents  and  fewer  low-income  residents  than 
under  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 

The  Main  Program  and  its  variants,  as  well  as  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives,  would  contribute  to  improving  the  image  of  the  South  of  Market 
area  as  a  commercial  and/or  residential  address.    This  could  cause  the 
indirect  displacement  of  lower-income  groups  living  west  of  YBC  and  east  of 
Sixth  Street,  who  may  not  be  able  to  compete  in  the  residential  and 
retail -commercial  markets  with  more  affluent  groups  attracted  to  the  area. 
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Urban  Design  And  Visual  Aspects:    The  GSA  Building  at  49  Fourth  Street  (CB-l) 
would  be  demolished.    This  is  addressed  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement,  p.  86. 

Community  Services:    Housing  units  and  hotel  rooms  have  a  greater  water  demand 
per  square  foot  than  do  any  other  uses.    Because  the  Main  Program  and  its 
variants  include  more  of  these  uses  than  do  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives, 
the  water  demand  and  sewage  generation  for  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants 
would  be  roughly  25%  greater  than  that  for  Alternative  D,  which  had  the 
highest  demand  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    Since  the  City's  wastewater 
treatment  plants  are  currently  at  wet-weather  capacity,  the  Main  Program  would 
be  an  additional  contribution  to  overflows  into  the  Bay  until  completion  of 
the  City's  wastewater  management  system. 

Transportation:    Congestion  would  occur  on  sidewalks  and  on  the  pedestrian 
plazas  during  peak  hours  when  the  convention  center  is  in  use.    The  increased 
pedestrian  demand  for  crosswalk  time  would  cause  congestion  at  street 
corners.    Restricted  sidewalk  widths  could  result  from  improper  placement  of 
sidewalk  furniture  and  street  trees.    Sidewalk  widening  could  be  necessary. 

Certain  routes/transit  agencies  would  approach  or  exceed  capacity  during  peak 
hours  due  to  cumulative  demand  and  YBC  Main  Program  and  variant  demand. 

Deteriorating  levels  of  operation  (to  Level  of  Service  D)  would  be  caused  by 
increases  in  traffic  from  cumulative  and  YBC  Main  Program  and  variant 
development.    Increases  in  pedestrian  volumes  in  crosswalks  would  cause 
further  deterioration  in  intersection  operation. 

The  YBC  Main  Program  and  its  variants  would  not  provide  sufficient  parking 
spaces  to  meet  both  YBC  and  cumulative  long-term  demand.    Provision  of  any 
parking  in  the  Downtown  Core  would  not  be  in  conformity  with  portions  of  the 
Transporation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan. 

A  localized  deficiency  of  freight  loading  spaces  would  occur  on  five  blocks 
under  the  Main  Program  and  its  variants.    Tour/charter  buses  loading  and 
unloading  at  CB-l  would  cause  congestion  nearby.    Project  plans  are  currently 
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not  detailed  enough  to  assess  actual  impacts.    Garage,  freight  loading,  and 
tour/charter  bus  access  to  off-street  areas  in  YBC  would  adversely  affect 
sidewalk  and  street  operations  in  the  area.    Areas  most  affected  would  be 
Mission  (transit  preferential  lanes),  Howard  (convention  center  entry  drive). 
Third  and  Fourth  Sts. 

Climate  and  Air  Quality:    High-rise  buildings  on  CB-1  could  shade  open  spaces 
proposed  for  CB-1  much  of  the  time. 

Hydrol ogy :    The  construction  of  an  underground  parking  garage  on  CB-2  under 
the  Main  Program  and  its  variants  would  require  more  and  deeper  excavation  for 
that  block  than  anticipated  for  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    This  would 
result  in  more  dewatering  of  YBC  during  construction,  and  possible  greater 
subsidence  in  nearby  areas. 
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IX.    SHORT-TERM  VS.  LONG-TERM  IMPLICATIONS 


The  short-term  and  long-term  effects  of  implementation  of  the  Main  Program 
would  be  similar  to  those  evaluated  for  the  four  alternatives  in  Section  IX, 
pp.  516-517a  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  YBC  FEIR  identifies  the  only  short-term 
effects  to  be  those  associated  with  construction;  long-term  effects  are  those 
associated  with  operations  following  development.    Long-term  effects  .include: 
a  commitment  by  the  City  to  provide  necessary  services,  the  reinforcement  of 
the  existing  Downtown  San  Francisco  commercial  activity  center,  the 
preservation  of  certain  historic  buildings,  and  the  provision  for  growth  where 
land  has  been  cleared.    Long-term  environmental  effects  include:  increased 
vehicle  trips  in  the  area,  causing  increased  congestion;  and  increased  demands 
for  natural  gas  and  electricity,  which  would  consume  dwindling  supplies  of 
basic  energy  sources.    In  addition,  the  convention  center,  as  well  as  the 
cultural  and  hotel  uses  proposed  under  the  Main  Program,  would  make  YBC  a 
focus  of  visitor  activity. 
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X.    IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES 


Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  Main 
Program  would  not  differ  from  those  resulting  from  development  on  the  site 
under  the  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  one  exception  would  be  the 
demolition  of  the  GSA  31 dg.  at  49  Fourth  St.  and  its  replacement  by  new 
construction;  this  is  addressed  in  the  First  YBC  EIR  Supplement.    Section  X, 
pp.  518-518a  of  the  YBC  FEIR  contains  a  detailed  discussion  of  irreversible 
changes.    For  the  Main  Program  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  these  changes 
include:  the  re-commitment  of  YBC  land  to  urban  uses;  the  conversion  of  the 
area  into  a  daytime  and  nighttime  activity  center;  the  demolition  of  some 
historic,  but  substandard,  structures;  and  the  consumption  of  nonrenewable 
resources  such  as  energy  and  materials  used  in  construction  and  the  land 
itself. 
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The  growth  inducing  potential  of  the  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  is  discussed 
in  Section  XI.,  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  519-520c.    The  growth  inducing  impacts  of  the 
proposed  Main  Program  would  generally  be  of  the  same  scale  and  type  as  those 
identified  for  the  four  YBC  FEIR  alternatives.    The  Main  Program  would  attract 
more  workers  residing  outside  San  Francisco  than  would  Alternatives  B  or  C  and 
fewer  such  workers  than  would  A  or  D.    The  Main  Program  would  increase  the 
resident  population  in  YBC  to  a  greater  extent  than  would  any  alternative. 
The  inclusion  of  more  cultural  and  entertainment  facilities,  possibly 
including  a  major  museum  on  EB-2,  would  enhance  the  importance  and  function  of 
the  YBC  area  as  a  regional  cultural  center.    Office,  retail,  and  downtown 
support  uses  (about  equal  to  that  proposed  in  Alternative  C  and  less  than  in 
Alternatives  B,  A,  or  D)  would  require  transportation  and  other  public 
services  and  housing  in  YBC,  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area.    As  with 
Alternatives  C  and  D  spending  by  YBC  employees  and  residents  would  increase 
local  and  regional  economic  activity;  this  effect  would  be  increased  in  the 
Main  Program  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  because  the  convention  center  would  draw 
tourists  attending  conventions  to  the  area. 

The  Main  Program  would  generate  about  60,000  new  direct  and  indirect  jobs. 
This  estimate  falls  in  the  middle  of  employment  estimates  for  the  four 
alternatives,  as  follows: 


Alternative  D' 

107,400 

Alternative  A: 

93,100 

Main  Program 

60,000 

Alternative  B 

56,900 

Alternative  C 

:  37,400 

Growth  impacts  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  within  the  Bay  Area 
outside  San  Francisco  that  would  be  directly  associated  with  YBC  activity  are 
described  in  Section  XI.,  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  520-520c.    YBC  would  also  play  a 
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role  in  the  on-going  evolution  of  the  South-of-Market  area.  (These  effects  are 
discussed  in  A.  Land  Use,  pp.  53  -  55  and  pp.  109  -  115,  and  in  C.  Social 
Characteristics,  pp.  67  -  71  and  pp.  125  -  128).    It  is  likely  that  developing 
retail,  office,  housing  and  other  proposed  uses  would  contribute  to  increased 
economic  activity  near  YBC  and  could  cause  the  conversion  of  existing 
commercial  establishments  to  businesses  geared  to  serving  the  new  employee  and 
resident  populations,  and,  in  the  Main  Program  and  Alternatives  A  and  B, 
tourist  populations,  also.    It  is  also  likely  that,  on  a  broader  scale, 
developing  YBC  under  the  Main  Program  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
would  contribute  to  existing  trends  which  are  increasing  the  attractiveness  of 
property  in  the  South  of  Market  area.    These  trends  might  lead  to  the 
conversion  of  economically  marginal  establishments  to  more-profitable 
employee-  or  tourist- serving  commercial  uses,  particularly  in  the  blocks  near 
Market  St.    Improving  the  image  of  the  South  of  Market  area  as  a  commercial 
and/or  residential  address  could  also  increase  the  likelihood  of  further 
changes  in  the  area,  including  displacement  of  housing  for  lower-income  groups 
west  of  YBC. 
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939  Ellis  Street  (P.O.  Box  646,  94101) 
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Thomas  G.  Conrad:  Chief  of  Planning, 
Housing  and  Progranming 

Shute,  Mihaly  and  Weinberger 
Attorneys  at  Law 
396  Hayes  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Marc  Mihaly 

DOCUMENTS  AND  WRITTEN  REPORTS 

This  document  was  prepared  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  under  the 
direction  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (Contract  No.  YBC  C-9-6 
CR  2500)  for  a  total  contract  amount  of  $163,900.00. 

EIR  CONSULTANTS 

Environmental  Science  Associates 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  215 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

(Prime  Consultant:    Project  Description,  Architectural  Resources,  Land  Use 
and  Zoning,  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Aspects,  Shadow  Studies,  Community 
Services  and  Utilities,  Economic  Aspects  and  Relocation,  Air  Quality, 
Noise,  Energy,  Geology,  Hydrology,  Seismicity,  Ecology,  Growth  Inducement, 
Significant  Environmental  Effects,  and  Mitigation  Measures) 

Richard  Cole,  Ph.D.:  Technical  Advisor 

Nancy  Cunningham  Clark:  Associate-in-Charge 

Cynthia  Strong  Hibbard:  Project  Manager 

Richard  Grassetti:  Deputy  Project  Manager 

TJKM  (Transportation) 

675  Ygnacio  Valley  Rd.,  Suite  211 

Walnut  Creek,  CA  94596 

F.C.  Dock,  P.E.,  Lie.  #030368,  TR1129 
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D.  Ballanti,  Meteorologist  (Wind) 
1424  Scott  Street 
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Charles  Salter,  PE, 
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San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District 
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TABLE  A-1:    MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  AND  CONVERSION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 
AS  OF  NOVEMBER  1 ,  1981 


Year 
Pre-1960 


Total  Gross 
Sq.  Ft. 

Completed 


5-Year 
Total 


5-Year 
Annual 
Average 


Cumulative 
Total  All 

Office  Bldgs. 

(Gross  Sq.  Ft. 


All  Downtown 
Office  Bldgs.* 
)  (Net  Sq.  Ft.) 


28, 145, 000(a)    24, 175, 000(b) 


1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 


1560-1564 


1,183,000 
270,000 


1,413,000 


2,866,000 
(2,580,000) 


573,200 

(516,000)  30,725,000 


26,754,000 


1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 


1965-1969 


1  ,463,000 
973,000 
1,453,000 
1 ,234,000 
3,256,000 


8,379,000 
( /,541  ,000) 


1,675,800 
(1,508,000 


38,266,000 


1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 


1970-1974 


1,853,000 

1  ,961  ,000 
2,736,000 
2,065,000 


8,615,000 
7,753,000) 


1,723,000 
(1,550,000: 


46,019,000 


42,048,000 


1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 


536,000 
2,429,000 
2,660,000 

2,532,000 


8,157,000 


1,631,400 
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TABLE  A-1:      MAJOR  OFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  AND  CONVERSION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 
AS  OF  NOVEMBER  1,  1981  (continued) 


1975-1979 

(7,341,000) 

(1,468,000) 

53,360,000 

49,389,000 

1980  1,284,000 

1981  3,138,000 

57,340,000 

53,369,000 

Under  Construction 
82,84  5,600,000 

1980-1984 

(9,020,000) 

(1,804,000) 

62,380,000 

48,409,000 

Approved 

Projects  3,113,000 

65,182,000 

61,211,000 

*Net  equals  90  %  of  gross.    Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor  of  90%, 
since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is  demolished  to  make 
land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building. 


(a)  S.F.  Downtown  Zoning  Study  -  Working  Paper  No.  1,  January  1966,  Appendix, 
Table  1,  Part  1.    For  pre-1965,  includes  the  area  bounded  by  Yallejo,  Franklin, 
Central  Skyway,  Bryant  and  Embarcadero.    Also  includes  1/3  of  mixed  use 
retail /office.    For  post-1984,  includes  the  entire  city. 

(b)  Gross  Floor  Space  for  downtown  offices  are  included  for  the  following  funtional 
areas:    Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden  Gateway,  Civic  Center, 
South  of  Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined  in  the  1/66  report.    For  post 
1964,  the  entire  area  east  of  Franklin  is  included. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning 
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TABLE  A-2:    SOCIAL  SERVICES  IN  THE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AREA 


Agency 


Type  of  Service 


Address 


American  Association  for 
Retired  Persons 

Gray  Panthers 

Salvation  Army 


S.  F.  Commission    on  Aging 
Quality  Care  Nursing  Services 
Remedy  Home  Health  Services  Inc. 
Temp.  Positions  Home  Care 
Ozaram  Reception  Center 


Salvation  Army  Harbor  Light 
Center 


Salvation  Army  Detoxification 
Center 

New  Start  Center 
Oliver  House 


South  of  Market  Health 
Center 

AA  for  Senior  Citizens 
St. 

Institute  for  Child  Resources 


Community  Information 
Community  Information 


5-3rd  St. 

944  Market  St. 


Community  Information  360  4th  St. 

Senior  Day  Care,  Food  Program 
Legal  Information 


Community  Information 

In  Home  Care 

In  Home  Care 

In  Home  Care 

Alcoholism,  Crisis 
Intervention  &  Day  Treatment 


1095  Market  St. 
760  Market  St. 
965  Mission  St. 
960  Market  St. 
1175  Howard  St. 


Vocational  Rehabilitation     1275  Harrison  St. 
Alcoholism  Counseling, 
Emergency  Assistance, 
Detoxification 


Detoxi  fication 


Alcoholism  Counseling 

Alcoholism  Counseling, 
Residential  Care 

Health  Services,  Food 


Health  Services 


Child  Protection 
Information 


1255  Harrison  St. 

245  Harriet  St. 
80  9th  St. 

551  Minna  St. 

380  Clementina 

812  Howard  St. 


Children's  Rights  Group 


Day  Care  Information 


613  Mission 
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TABLE  A- 2:    SOCIAL  SERVICES  IN  THE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AREA  (continued) 


Frank  McCoppen  Nursery  School 
Agency 

Bessie  Carmichael 
Pre-Kindergarten  Center 

St.  Patricks  Family  Center 

Head  Start  Central  City  Office 

Big  Brothers  Incorporated 

Canon  Kip  Community  House 

Filipino  Youth  Coordinating 
Commi  ttee 

St.  Patrick's  Youth  Center 
Lifeline  Mission  of  S.F.  Inc. 

S.F.  Gospel  Mission 

S.F.  Food  Bank 
Alexis  Apartments 
Silver-Crest  Apartments 
Wool f  House 
Goodwill  Industries 

Asian/American  Community 
Mental  Service  Center 

Filipino  Organization  Committee 

Filipino  Senior  Citizen  Club  Inc. 


Full  Time  Children's 
Center 

Type  of  Service 
Day  Care 

Day  Care 

Part  Time  Nursery  School 

Youth  Center 

Youth  Center, 

Meals  Program,  community 

outreach,  transportation 

services 

Youth  Organization 

Youth  Center 

Emergency  Meals,  Shelter 
Clothing/Personal  Items 

Shelter,  Clothing, 
Personal  Items 

Emergency  Food 

Meals  Program 

Meals  Program 

Meals  Program 

Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Sheltered  Employments, 
Inexpensive  Goods 

Mental  Health 

Filipino  Group  Support 
Filipino  Group  Support 


651  6th  St. 

Address 

55  Sherman  St. 

366  Clementina 
360  5th  St. 
693  Mission  St. 
705  Natoma  St. 


944  Market  St. 

366  Clementina 
917  Folsom  St. 

219  6th  St. 

944  Market  St. 
390  Clementina 
333  Shipley  St. 
801  Howard  St. 
980  Howard  St. 

150  8th  St. 

768  Natoma  St. 
83  6th  St. 
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TABLE  A-2:    SOCIAL  SERVICES  IN  THE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AREA  (continued) 


Agency 

S.F.  U.S.D. -Filipino  Educational 
Center 

Cal .  State  Dept.  of  Veteran's 
Affairs 

West  Bay  Filipino  Multi -Service 
Corp. 

EOC  Neighborhood  Service  Systems 
S.F.  Dept.  of  Social  Services 

U.S.  Action  Region  IX 

Aid  to  Retarded  Citizens, 
Adult  Vocational  Program 

Golden  Gate  Regional  Center 

Toolworks 

Utility  Workshop 

S.F.  Community  Rehabilitation 
Workshop 

The  Iris  Project 

Bay  Area  Addiction  Research 
Treatment 

Downtown  Community  College  Center 
Partners  in  English 
Bessie  Carmichael  School 
Golden  Gate  University 
S.F.  Police  Department 


Type  of  Service 
Educational  Services 

Veteran's  Services 

Immigration  Assistance 

Information  &  Referral 

Food  Stamps,  Community 
Services,  Information 

Volunteer  Assistance 

Vocational  Assistance 

Disabilities  Services 

Sheltered  Employment 

Sheltered  Employment, 
Vocational  Rehabilitation 

Sheltered  Employment, 
Vocational  Rehabilitation 

Drug  Abuse  Services 

Drug  Abuse  Services, 
Counseling 

Educational  Services 
Educational  Services 
Elementary  School 
Law  School 
Police  Services 


Address 

824  Harrison  St. 

211  Main  St. 

944  Market  St. 

1173  Mission  St. 
1360  Mission  St. 

211  Main  St. 
697  Harrison  St, 

100  Mission  St. 
355  Fremont  St. 
1118  Howard  St. 

191  8th  St. 

944  Market  St. 
342  Harriet  St. 

800  Mission  St. 
944  Market  St. 
55  Sherman  St. 
536  Mission  St. 
850  Bryant  St. 
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TABLE  A-2:    SOCIAL  SERVICES  IN  THE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AREA  (continued) 


Agency 

Apostleship  of  the  Sea 

St.  Patrick's  Church 

Family  Violence  Center 

Western  States  Shelter  Network 

Legal  Assistance  for  the 
Elderly 

Northeast  Mental  Health 
Center  #4 


Calif.  State  Employment 
Development:  Casual  Labor 

Salvation  Army  Occupational 
Training  Program 

Employment  Law  Center 

S.F.  Lighthouse  for  the  Blind 

Child  Health  Information  and 
Referral 

S.F.  Dept.  of  Public  Health 
City  Clinic 

Big  Sisters  Inc. 

Divorce  Center 

Senior  Escort  Outreach  Program 


Type  of  Service 

Emergency  Meals,  Shelter/ 
Refuge 

Emergency  Meals,  Housing 
Emergency  Victim  Service 
Battered  Women/Child  Serv. 
Legal  Aid 


Geriatric  Services, 
Mental  Health  Services 


S.F.  Neighborhood  Legal  Assist.     Legal  Aid 


Address 

399  Fremont  St. 

756  Mission  St. 
850  Bryant  St. 
870  Market  St. 
944  Market  St. 

428  Jessie  St. 

870  Market  St. 


Job  Development  &  Training  950  Minna  St. 

Job  Development  &  Training  1275  Harrison  St. 

Fair  Employment  Practices  693  Mission  St. 

Handicapped  Services  1097  Howard  St. 

Health  Service  Information  693  Mission  St. 


Health  Services 


250  4th  St. 


Family  Development  Services  149  9th  St. 
Divorce  Information  870  Market  St. 

Transportation  Services        814  Mission  St. 


SOURCE:    San  Francisco,  Department  of  Social  Services,  Resource  Directory  1981 
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APPENDIX  C:    METHODOLOGY  USED  IN  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 


Trip  Generation 

An  estimate  of  the  amount  of  travel  associated  v/ith  the  Main  Program  has  been 
forecast  through  a  travel  demand  modeling  process  similar  to  the  process  used 
in  the  YBC  FEIR.    (See  Appendix  F,  Figure  F-1 ,  p.  59  for  a  flow  chart  of  the 
processT)    The  process  uses  a  trip  generation/distribution/assignment  model  to 
estimate  travel  on  the  transportation  modes  serving  the  YBC  area.    A  complete 
description  of  the  process  is  contained  on  pp.  56  and  58  of  Appendix  F  of  the 
YBC  FEIR,    Following  is  a  brief  discussion  of  the  process  used.  Trip 
generation  rates  (see  Table  C-1 ,  Appendix  C)  were  applied  to  the 
non-convention  center  land  uses  in  the  Main  Program  to  produce  estimates  of 
person  trip-ends  (pte)  for  a  representative  weekday.    Peak-hour  pte  were 
classified  by  three  trip  purposes,  work  (75%),  non-work  (20%)  and  service 
(5%).    Modal  split  percentages  (see  Table  C-2)  were  applied  to  the  aggregate 
peak-hour  travel  for  each  purpose  to  assign  trips  to  specific  modes  of  travel 
(pedestrian,  transit  and  auto).    Revised  generation  rates  and  modal  split 
percentages  were  substituted  for  the  data  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  Tables  C-1  and 
C-2  show  which  data  were  changed  from  the  YBC  FEIR.    As  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  the 
convention  center  projected  travel  was  considered  unique  in  purpose  and  was 
assigned  a  separate  set  of  destinations  from  the  rest  of  the  travel  generated 
by  the  Main  Program.    The  convention  center  has  been  assumed  at  the  peak 
occupancy  level  of  24,000  persons  for  the  weekday  peak-hour  traffic  analysis. 
It  is  recognized  that  this  condition  would  occur  only  a  few  times  per  year  if 
the  estimated  annual  attendance  of  up  to  500,000  persons  holds  true.    The  Main 
Program  has  introduced  a  "cultural"  category  that  is  defined  only  in  broad 
terms.    The  "commercial  entertainment"  category  is  similarly  broadly  defined. 
The  rates  used  were  intended  to  be  conservative  on  the  high  side  (i.e., 
generate  more  than  average  trips)  but  may  be  overly  high  for  some  types  of 
land  use.    If  the  "commercial  entertainment"  uses  were  to  be  restaurants  or 
cafes,  the  rate  used  v/ould  be  appropriate.    If  the  use  v/ere  to  be  a  cinema 
complex  then  the  rate  used  may  be  low  by  20%,  depending  upon  peaking 
characteristics.  If  the  uses  were  to  be  recreational  in  nature  (health  club, 
ice  rink),  then  the  rate  used  would  be  high.    If  the  "cultural"  land  uses  were 
to  be  museums,  then  the  rate  would  most  likely  be  high,  but  if  the  uses  were 
more  intensive  along  the  lines  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  or  the  Exploratorium 
then  the  rate  used  would  be  appropriate. 

Travel  Assignment/Modal  Split 

Table  C-2  shows  the  modal  split  used  in  this  analysis.    The  v/ork  purpose 
assignments  have  been  updated  based  upon  recent  employee  surveys.  The 
non-work  and  service  purposes  modal  splits  are  the  ones  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 


251 


TABLE  C-1 :    TRIP  GENERATION  RATES  FOR  YBC** 


Land  Use  Category 
Convention  Center 
Coimercial  Entertainment 

Hotel 

Retail 

Office 

Cul  tural 

Housi  ng: 
Subsidized  Elderly 
Market-Rate 

*  Indicates  changed  rate. 
**  80%  occupancy  assumed. 


Weekday  Person  Trip  Ends/Day 
YBC  FEIR 


62,500 

50/1,000  sq.  ft.  GFS 
(Gross  floor  space) 

10.5/occupied  room** 

30/1,000  sq.  ft.  GFS 

12/1 ,000  sq.  ft.  GFS 


3/D.U. 
7/D.U. 


Second  Supplement 
62,500 
50/1 ,000 

9.6/total  room* 
55/1 ,000* 
17.5/1,000* 
50/1,000  sq.  ft.  GFS* 


3/D.U. 
9/D.U.* 


SOURCES:    YBC  FEIR,  Footnote  6,  p.  92,  Appendix  F,  lists  the  sources  for  the 
YBC  FEIR  trip  generation  rates.    The  changes  made  for  this  supplement  are 
based  upon  more  recent  data  contained  in  the  following  sources: 


USE 


Hotel 


Office 


Market-rate  housing 
Retail ,  cultural 


SOURCE 

Draft  EIR  Jowe'^'  NO'  2  San  Francisco  Hilton 
Hotel,  EE  79-257  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning,  6  October  1980. 

Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact  Review, 
Transportation  Impacts,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  October  1980. 

13th  Progress  Report  on  Trip  Ends  Generation 
Research  Counts,  Cal Trans  District  4,  June  1981. 

San  Diego  Traffic  Generations  Cal  Trans 
District  11,  May  1979. 

Trip  Generation  1979  revision.  Institute  of 
Transportation  Engi neers . 
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TABLE  C-2:    PROJECT  TRAVEL  DISTRIBUTION  AND  MODAL  SPLIT 


Geographic  Area 

San  Francisco 
Dv/ntn/Northeast 
(E  of  Van  Ness, 
N  of  Market 
to  the  Embar- 
cadero,  S  of 
Market  to  101) 
Northv/est 
(Richmond,  Marina 
Western  Addition) 

Southwest 
(Sunset,  Parkside, 
Ingleside,  Excel- 
sior, Twin  Peaks, 
and  Upper  Market) 

Southeast 

(Potrero  Hill ,  Bay- 
view,  Hunters  Point, 
East  and  South  of 
101) 

Peninsula 

(San  Mateo  and  Santa 
Clara  Counties) 


East  Bay 

(Alameda  and  Contra 
Costa  Counties) 

North  Bay 

(Marin  and  Sonoma 

Counties) 


WORK  TRAVEL 
(75%  of 
Peak  Travel ) 

Geog.  Mode 
%      Mode  % 


VISIT  TRAVEL 
(20%  of 
Peak  Travel ) 


SERVICE  TRAVEL 
(5%  of 

Peak  Travel ) 


7.0 


Auto 
Muni 
BART 
Walk 


15.0  Auto 
Muni 


13.0  Auto 
Muni 
BART 


5.0  Auto 
Muni 
BART 


18.0  Auto 
'  Muni 
BART 
SamT 
SPRR 

30.0  Auto 
BART 
A-C 

12.0  Auto 
GGTB 
GGTF 


9.0 
61 .0 
1.0 
29.0 


31.0 
69.0 


29.0 
62.0 
9.0 


26.0 
52.0 
22.0 


44.0 
3.0 

19.0 
7.0 

27.0 

33.0 
37.0 
30.0 

58.0 
35.0 
7.0 


Geog.  Mode    Geog.  Mode 

%       Mode       %        %       Mode  % 


19.0 


Auto 
Muni 
BART 
Walk 


17.0  Auto 
Muni 


12.0  Auto 
Muni 
BART 


13.0  Auto 
Muni 
BART 


13.0  Auto 
Muni 
BART 
SamT 
SPRR 

16.0  Auto 
BART 
A-C 

10.0  Auto 
GGTB 
GGTF 


30.0 
50.0 
10.0 
10.0 


55.0 
45.0 


55.0 
36.0 
9.0 


50.0 
40.0 
10.0 


80.0 
0.0 
0.0 
3.0 

17.0 

80.0 
11  .0 
9.0 

73.0 
19.0 
8.0 


50.0    Auto  100.0 


50.0    Auto  100.0 


SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  TJKM. 
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Method  of  Capacity  Analysis 


The  method  of  capacity  analysis  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR  is  essentially  the  same 
as  was  used  in  this  Supplement.    The  basic  di f f erence  is  the  method  in  which 
the  results  are  presented.    The  capacity  analysis  utilized  the  "Critical 
Movement  Summation"  method  as  described  in  "Interim  Materials  on  Highway 
Capacity,"  Transportation  Research  Circular  No.  21 2. /I/     The  maximum  service 
volume  for  Level  of  Service  E  was  assumed  as  intersection  capacity.    A  service 
volume  is  the  maximum  number  of  vehicles  that  can  pass  an  intersection  during 
a  specified  time  period  in  which  operating  conditions  are  maintained 
corresponding  to  the  selected  and  specified  Level  of  Service.    For  each 
intersection  analyzed,  the  existing  peak-hour  volume  was  computed  and  a 
volume-to-capacity  (v/c)  ratio  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  existing  volume 
by  the  capacity  at  Level  of  Service  E.    Table  C-3  shows  pedestrian  flow 
capacities  and  Table  C-4  shows  the  vehicle  lane  capacities  used. 

In  the  YBC  FEIR,  the  results  of  the  analysis  were  expressed  as  vehicular 
headways  with  capacity  being  described  as  a  "guideline  headway"  (see  pp.  89 
and  89a,  Appendix  F,  YBC  FEIR).    The  method  used  in  this  Supplement  expresses 
the  analysis  results  as  volume- to-capacity  (v/c)  ratios.    Table  C-5  relates 
v/c  ratios  to  Level  of  Service.    The  YBC  FEIR  analyzed  15-minute  periods 
rather  than  hour  periods.    The  15-minute  analysis  presents  more  precise 
results  than  does  the  hour  analysis  used  in  this  supplement.    However,  other 
analyses  of  the  surrounding  vicinity  completed  since  the  YBC  FEIR  have  used 
the  hour  analysis.    In  an  attempt  to  present  data  in  a  compatible  format,  the 
hour  analysis  has  been  used. 

Two  important  changes  that  account  for  differences  in  the  results  have 
occurred  between  publication  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  compilation  of  this 
supplement.    The  main  change  is  alteration  of  the  street  geometries  at  several 
of  the  intersections  in  the  YBC  area.    Changes  of  this  type  can  significantly 
affect  the  available  capacity  at  intersections.    The  other  change  is  that 
recent  counts  are  essentially  of  the  same  magnitude  as  the  1977  counts  thus 
invalidating  the  assumption  of  1.8%  per  year  vehicular  traffic  growth  made  on 
the  YBC  FEIR.  ~~ 

Consequently,  for  the  1988  projections,  a  nominal  grov/th  of  ^0%  per  year  has 
been  assumed  based  upon  discussions  with  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering./2/ 
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TABLE  C-3:    PEDESTRIAN  FLOW 


Flow  Regime 
Open 

Unimpeded 
Impeded 

Constrained 
Crowded 
Congested 
J  armed** 


Walking  Speed 
Choice 

Free  Selection 

Some  Selection 

Some  Selection 

Some  Restriction 
Restricted 
All  Reduced 
Shuffle  Only 


Conflicts 
None 
Minor 


High  Indirect 
Interaction 

Mul  tiple 

High  Probability 

Frequent 

Unavoidable 


Average  Flow  Rate  (P/F/M)* 

0.5 
0.5-2 
2-6 


6-10 
10-14 
14-18 


*  P/F/M  =  Pedestrians  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width  per  minute. 
**  For  jammed  flow,  the  flow  rate  degrades  below  the  capacity  rate  of  10 
P/F/M;  the  number  of  persons  per  square  foot  is  greater  for  this  regime,  and 
hence  the  use  of  the  term,  "jammed." 

SOURCE:    Pushkarev,  Boris  and  Jeffry  M.  Zupan,  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians, 
Cambridge,  MA.  MIT  Press,  1975. 


TABLE  C-4:    VEHICULAR  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  GUIDELINES  FOR  VARIOUS  PEDESTRIAN 
VOLUME  LEVELS  " 


Pedestrians 
Vol  ume 
Level 

Light 

Moderate 

Moderately  High 

Very  High 


Pedestrians  per  hour 
(One  Sidewalk) 


TJKM* 
100 
100-200 
200-500 
500 


SFDPW** 

300 
300-600 
600 


Level  of  Service  E 
Maximum  Lane  Volume 
(Pedestrians  per  Hour) 

1500 

1380 

1150 

920 


*  The  TJKM  figures  v/ere  used  for  calculations  in  this  Supplement. 

**San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  levels  are  from  a  DRW  worksheet, 

"Traffic  Signal  Priority  Calculations,  Pedestrian  Volume  Ranges." 
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TABLE  C-5:    VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 


LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE  DESCRIPTION  V/C  RATIO 


A  Free  Flow  (relatively).    If  signalized,  conditions     0.00  -  0.60 

are  such  that  no  approach  phase  is  fully  utilized 
by  traffic  and  no  vehicle  waits  through  more  than 
one  red  indication.    Very  slight  or  no  delay. 

B  Stable  flow.    If  signalized,  an  occasional  approach    0.61  -  0.70 

phase  is  fully  utilized;  vehicle  platoons  are  formed. 
This  level  is  suitable  operation  for  rural  design 
purposes.    Slight  delay. 

C  Stable  flow  or  operation.    If  signalized,  drivers      0.71  -  0.80 

occasionally  may  have  to  wait  through  more  than  one 
red  indication.    This  level  is  suitable  operation 
for  urban  design  purposes.    Acceptable  delay. 

D  Approaching  unstable  flow  or  operation;  queues  0.81  -  0.90 

develop,  bur  are  quickly  cleared.    Tolerable  delay. 

E  Unstable  flow  or  operation;  the  intersection  has        0.91  -  1.00 

reached  ultimate  capacity;  this  condition  is  not 
uncommon  in  peak  hours.    Congestion  and  intolerable 
delay. 


F  Forced  flow  or  operation.    Volumes  passing  through  1.00+ 

the  intersection  decrease  and  the  intersection  operates 
below  capacity.    Jammed.    Queues  develop  that  may 
block  upstream  intersections. 


SOURCE:    Highway  Capacity  Manual,  HRB  Special  Report  87 
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Cumulative  Development  Analysis 


The  buildings  which  viere  elements  of  the  cumulative  development  are  in  or  near 
the  Downtown  Business  district  and  are  listed  below  by  their  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  EIR  file  number  and  name. 

74.164  Pacific  Bldg.  Ill  -  Apparel  Mart 

77.256  Levi's  Plaza 
78.27  101  California 
78.207  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
78.298  1  Montgomery:    Crocker  Tower 
78.334  1  Sansome 

78.413    150  Spear  Street 
No  EE     Emba reader 0  4 

79.57     DAON  Building  (Battery  &  Sacramento) 

79.169   The  Pacific  Lumber  Bldg.    (Washington  &  Sansome) 

79.178    456  Montgomery 

79.196    315  Howard 

78.61     Pacific  Gateway 

80.26     101  Montgomery* 

80.268   Five  Fremont  Center* 

79.236    101  Mission* 

80.171    Hotel  Ramada* 

79.257  Tower  II,  Hilton  Hotel* 
79.283    Holiday  Inn* 

80.57     25  Jessie  St.  * 

80.355    One  New  Montgomery  Place  PDEIR* 

80.339    San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  Building  DEIR.* 

80.296    Bank  of  Canton  Headquarters  Building  DEIR* 

81.549E  1155  Market  St.  * 

81.61      135  Main  St.* 

81.183E  Mission/Main  PDEIR* 

80.276    China  Basin  Building* 

80.349   Spear/Main  Building* 

81.104E  Montgomery /Washington  Building* 

81.18     Second  and  Folsom  Project  DEIR* 

81. 461 E  333  Bush  St.  Building  PDEIR* 

*Not  on  Attachment  2  to  Guidel ines,  included  at  request  of  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning. 

As  downtown  San  Francisco  is  currently  experiencing  an  increase  in  office 
building  floor  area,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  has  initiated  an  analysis 
of  the  cumulative  traffic  impact  of  31  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  project  which  are  proposed  to  be  occupied  after  1981,  or  which  are 
now  under  environmental  review.    Thirteen  of  the  buildings  are  included  in 
Attachment  2  of  the  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact  Review  and  18 
buildings  were  analyzed  at  the  request  of  the  Office  of  Envi nronnental  Review. 

Transit.    Afternoon  peak-hour  riderships,  shown  in  Tables  C-6  and  C-7,  were 
projected  from  1981  to  1988  levels  by  use  of  a  growth  factor  for  each  transit 
agency  used  to  account  for  growth  from  developments  not  considered  in  the 
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TABLE  C-6:    EXISTING  PEAK-HOUR  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIPS  AND  CAPACITIES 
(Selected  Routes;*  Peak  Direction  Only) 


Capacity  +  Load  Factor  + 


Ri  ders 

Vehicles 

Seated 

Total 

Seated 

Total 

Peak 

Muni 

28,480 

23,840 

35,760 

1.19 

0.80 

p.m. 

BART: 

Transbay 

13,055 

137** 

9,880 

14,800 

1.32 

0.88 

p.m. 

Westbay 

5,990 

88** 

6,340 

9,500 

0.94 

0.63 

p.m. 

A-C  Transit 

9,130 

199 

9,990 

12,490 

0.91 

0.73 

p.m. 

SamTrans 

970 

18 

850 

1,060 

1.15 

0.91 

p.m. 

So.  Pacific  RR 

4,567 

11 ,000 

11  ,000 

0.42 

0.42 

p.m. 

Golden  Gate 

Transit: 

Motor  Coach 

5,050 

122 

5,470 

6,710 

0.92 

0.75 

a.m. 

Ferry 

1,070 

3 

1,410 

2,075 

0.75 

0.52 

p.m. 

*  Muni:    1,  IX,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  11,  12,  14,  14GL,  14X,  15,  16X,  17X, 
19,  21,  25,  27,  30,  30X  31,  31X,  32,  38,  38L,  38AX,  38BX,  40X,  42,  45,  47,  55, 
66,  71,  72,  80X,  J,  K,  N  (October  1980) 
SamTrans:    7F,  7B,  5M,  7R; 

A-C  Transit:  A,  B,  BX,  C,  CH/CB,  E,  EX,  F,  FSG/FX,  G,  H,  K,  KH,  L,  LX,  N,  NX, 
0,  OX,  R/RH,  RD/RF/RCV,  S,  SW,  V,  W,  Y. 

**  BART  data  is  on  a  per  car  basis.    Sixteen  trains  operate  in  the  peak  hour. 
Eastbound:    7  Concord  trains  (average  10  cars  per  train);  5  Fremont  trains 
(average  10  cars  per  train);  and  4  Richmond  trains  (average  5  cars  per  train). 
Westbound:    12  trains. 

***  Number  of  trains  assuming  10  cars  per  train  to  reflect  available  rolling 

stock.    Actual  number  of  cars  per  train  is  less  than  10. 

+  Load  factor  is  calculated  by  dividing  ridership  by  seated  or  total 

seated-and-standing  capacity.    Load  factor  represents  the  amount  of  capacity 

used.    Capacity  has  been  calculated  based  on  the  following  per-vehicle 

capacities: 

Total  Seated  and 
Seated  Passengers  Standing  Passengers 

BART  72  108 

A-C  Transit  48  60 

SamTrans  47  59 
Southern  Pacific                              100/150  100/150 

Golden  Gate  Transit  Motor  Coach  45  55 

Sausalito  Ferry  400  575 

Larkspur  Ferry  510  750 


258 


TABLE  C-6  SOURCE:    Publicly  available  data  was  supplied  by  the  agencies  and 

personnel  indicated  below 


Agency 
BART 


Data 


A-C  Transit 


SamTrans 


Cal  Trans 

Golden  Gate 
Transit 


Data  Acquisition 
System 

Representative  P.M.  Peak 
Load  Factors  for 
July-September  1981 

Schedule  Checks  on 
Various  Weekdays  in 
1981 

Maximum  Load  Point 
Schedule  check 


Monthly  Reports 
February  1981 


Personnel 

W.  Bel  ding 
Sr.  Economic 
Analyst 


Kay  More, 
AC  Transit 


TJKM  Field 
Count 


Date 


SPRR  Passenger  Counts      Elmer  Hall 


A.  Zahradnik 

Transportation 

Planner 


17  November  1981 


21  May  1981 

19  May  1981 

8  December  1981 
25  March  1981 


cumulative  analysis.    The  cumulative  ridership  from  the  above  listed  projects 
was  added  to  the  growth  in  ridership  thus  determined  to  give  the  1988  base 
ridership  shown  in  Table  16,  p.  157. 

The  projections  were  based  on  information  gathered  from  each  agency.  For 
SamTrans  and  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  (SPRR),  SamTrans  demand  projections 
were  used.    Mr.  L.  Stueck  of  SamTrans  supplied  the  demand  projections  for 
average  daily  and  total  yearly  patronage  for  the  years  from  1978  to  1985  for 
the  block  of  routes  that  include  the  mainline  routes.    A  SamTrans  projection 
of  SPRR  ridership  from  San  Mateo  County  was  also  supplied.    The  percent 
increase  per  year  for  SamTrans  and  SPRR  were  calculated  from  these  data.  For 
Golden  Gate  Transit,  the  system-wide  percent  per  year  increase  stated  on 
p.  4-1  of  the  "Final  EIR  on  Proposed  Toll  and  Fare  Increases"  (dated  July 
1978)  was  used.  For  BART  and  A-C  Transit  the  daily  ridership  for  years  1974 
through  April  1978  was  used  to  project  a  growth  trend.    The  patronage  data 
were  taken  from  "BART  Impact  Project  -  Traffic  Survey  Series"  A-43  to  A-50 
(October  1974  to  April  1978).    A  total  percent  increase  from  1980  to  1984  was 
calculated  for  A-C  and  BART  separately.     The  growth  factors  thus  derived  for 
the  period  1980-1984  were  2.2%  for  BART  (both  transbay  and  westbay),  0%  for 
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A-C  Transit,  2.6%  for  SamTrans,  2.4%  for  Southern  Pacific,  and  3.3%  for  Golden 
Gate  Transit  (Motor  and  Ferry).    Growth  of  1%  total  for  1984-1988  was 
asssumed.    Worksheets  showing  the  derivations  of  these  percentages  are  on  file 
with  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde 
St. 

Traffic .    The  1981  base  traffic  volumes  were  expanded  to  1988  through  use  of  a 
growth  factor  of  0.2%  per  year  (the  overall  1%  per  year  adjusted  for  the 
cumulative  development)  which  was  assumed  to  account  for  traffic  growth  from 
developments  not  considered  in  the  analysis.  Information  on  the  amount  of 
traffic  generated  by  each  "cumulative"  project  (see  list  in  previous  section) 
that  would  affect  the  streets  in  the  Financial  District  was  derived  from  the 
EIR  or  special  traffic  report  on  that  project.    The  cumulative  traffic  from 
the  analyzed  projects  was  added  to  the  traffic  derived  using  the  growth  factor 
to  give  the  1988  base  traffic  volumes. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Transportation  Research  Board,  Transportation  Research  Circulation  No. 
21 2,  "Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity",  January,  1980. 

HI  Discussion  with  S.  Shoaf,  Traffic  Engineer,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
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APPENDIX  D:    TRANSIT  SYSTEM  CAPACITY  RESTRICTIONS 


The  BART  system  is  currently  attaining  its  design  capacity  (i.e.,  all  lines 
are  in  operation  on  "short"  headways).    BART  is  limited  by  station  platforn 
lengths,  train  turnaround  times,  in-station  storage  of  trains  at  Daly  City  and 
by  its  central  computer  control.    Adding  more  cars  to  the  BART  trains  would 
increase  per-train  capacity  but  would  also  increase  station  dwell  tine  as 
trains  with  more  than  10  cars  would  have  to  load  twice  at  the  same  platform  - 
once  for  the  first  10  cars  and  once  for  the  remaining  cars.    Increased  station 
loading  (dwell)  times  may  counteract  the  "short"  headway  operation,  thus 
negating  any  increase  in  service  realized  by  operating  trains  closer 
together.    BART  is  funded  by  a  three  county  sales  tax  and  by  grants  from 
Federal  and  State  sources.    BART  currently  has  a  five-year  plan  as  well  as 
longer-range  plans  for  system  improvement.    Any  action  by  BART  requires 
advance  approval  by  the  BART  Board  of  Directors  (elected),  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  (the  local  administrator  of  Federal  UMTA  funds). 

Southern  Pacific  Railroad  commute  service  has  recently  been  acquired  by 
Cal Trans.    The  trains  and  track  operation  are  still  the  property  of  SPRR  but 
the  operation  and  scheduling  is  funded  and  controlled  by  Cal Trans.  Three 
transit  districts  (SF  Muni,  SamTrans  and  Santa  Clara  County  Transit)  and  the 
Federal  UMTA  are  participating  with  Cal  Trans  in  funding  the  service.  Any 
changes  in  service  are  subject  to  approval  by  all  of  the  participants  and  the 
State  PUC.    SPRR  commute  service  is  constrained  by  similar  physical  limits  as 
BART.    Train  turnaround  times,  freight  windows  in  the  schedule  and  station 
locations  control  the  frequency  of  trains  on  the  system.    The  SPRR  station 
closest  to  the  Financial  District  is  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets  and  is 
heavily  dependent  upon  Muni  service  to  allow  train  riders  to  reach  places  of 
work.    Muni  service  fluctuations  cause  train  ridership  fluctuations. 

SamTrans  and  A-C  Transit  are  local  transit  districts  that  serve  San  Mateo 
County  and  Alameda  -  Contra  Costa  counties,  respectively.    The  San  Francisco 
commute  routes  are  only  a  portion  of  the  service  the  two  districts  provide. 
Currently,  the  demand  is  being  met  by  the  service.    A-C  Transit  uses  the 
Transbay  Transit  terminal  for  loading/unloading  and  does  not  operate  on  the 
surface  streets  in  San  Francisco.    Terminal  design  and  operation  are  limiting 
factors  in  the  number  of  buses  A-C  Transit  can  operate  into  San  Francisco  each 
day.    Planned  changes  for  the  terminal  are  slated  to  occur  within  the  next  10 
years.    SamTrans  operates  on  surface  streets  in  San  Francisco.    A  major  factor 
in  commute  service  is  the  potential  for  commute  route  vehicles  (peak  period 
operation)  to  be  used  on  other  routes  off-peak,  thus  generating  revenue-miles 
over  the  entire  day.    Not  all  of  the  vehicles  required  to  meet  the  commuter 
demand  are  needed  to  provide  service  in  other  parts  of  the  transit  systems  and 
are  stored  in  San  Francisco  during  mid-day  period.    Adding  vehicles  to  the 
commute  period  increases  the  number  of  vehicles  not  being  used  mid-day  and 
significantly  increases  operating  costs. 

Golden  Gate  Transit  operates  a  multi -modal  transit  system  serve  Marin  and 
Sonoma  Counties.    Motor  coach  service  is  provided  both  on  a  local  and  a 
commute  basis.    Ferry  service  is  provided  from  San  Francisco  to  Sausalito  and 
Larkspur.    A  ridesharing/vanpool  program  is  also  operated.  Although  the 


261 


District  is  providing  local  service  in  Marin  County  the  bulk  of  the  service  is 
commute  oriented.    System  limitations  are  similar  to  those  experienced  by  A-C 
and  SamTrans.    Currently,  proposals  to  eliminate  Ferry  Service  are  being 
discussed.    The  net  effect  of  removing  the  ferries  would  be  to  displace 
approximately  1,100  peak  hour  commuters. 

Recent  success  in  creating  and  maintaining  vanpools  and  carpools  has  been 
observed. /I/    Carpool  matching  agencies  and  vanpool  start  (seed)  programs  are 
currently  in  operation.    Increases  in  ridesharing  can  have  a  net  effect  of 
increasing  the  number  of  persons  in  the  commute  period  without  increasing  the 
number  of  automobiles. 

FOOTNOTE 

/!/  Richard  H.  Ribner,  Ridesharing  Manager,  Ridesharing  Division,  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District,  telephone  communication, 
January  12,  1982. 
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APPENDIX  E:    AIR  QUALITY 


TABLE  E-1:    SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY  1978-1980 


STATIONS:    939  Ellis  Street  and  900  23rcl  Street,  San  Francisco* 

STANDARD 


POLLUTANT; 

OZONE  (O3)  (Oxidant) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm  /a/) 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 
Expected  Annual  Excess/c/ 

CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

8-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  8-hour  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 

NITROGEN  DIOXIDE  (NO2) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  hourly  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses 


SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (SO2) 

24-hour  concentration  (ppm) 
Highest  24-hour  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses/e,f/ 

TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE  (TSP) 

24-hour  concentration  - (ug/m3  /g/) 
Highest  24-hour  average 
Number  of  standard  excesses/f/ 
Annual  concentration  (ug/m3) 
Annual  Geometric  Mean 
Annual  standard  excess 


1978 


(0.10)  0.12  /c,d/  0.11 

2 

0.3 


35  /c/ 
9  /c/ 


0.25  /b/ 


0.05  /b/ 


17 
0 


9.4 


0.30 
4 


0.024 
0 


100  /b/  128 
1 


1979 


0.08 

0 

0.0 


20 
0 

13.8 
1 


0.16 
0 


0.034 
0 


117 
1 


1980^ 


0.09 
0 

0.0 


10 
0 


7.5 
0 


0.17 
0 


0.018 
0 


173 
6 


60  /b/        42.6       42.0  52.1 
No  No  No 
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(Table  E-1  Continued) 


*    The  939  Ellis  Street  Station  was  discountinued  in  1980.    Monitoring  data 
collected  in  1980  is  from  the  900  23rd  Street  Station.    1978  and  1979  data  are 
from,  the  Ellis  Street  Station. 

/a/  ppm:    parts  per  million. 

/b/  California  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

/c/  National  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year  (except  for 
annual  standards  which  are  not  to  be  exceeded). 

/d/  The  national  ozone  standard  was  revised  from  0.08  ppm  to  0.12  ppm  in 
January  1979  and  is  now  expressed  in  terms  of  the  Expected  Annual  Excess, 
which  is  a  three-year  average  of  annual  excesses  of  the  0.12  ppm  value, 
/e/  The  sulfur  dioxide  standard  is  considered  to  be  exceeded  only  if  there  is 
a  concurrent  excess  of  the  state  ozone  or  suspended  particulate  standards  at 
the  same  station.    Otherwise,  the  national  standard  of  0.14  ppm  applies, 
/f/  Number  of  observed  excess  days  (measurements  taken  once  every  six  days), 
/g/  ug/m^:    micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

SOURCE:     BAAQMD,  Air  Pollution  in  the  Bay  Area  by  Station  and  Contaminant; 
and  CARS,  California  Air  Quality  Data. 
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APPENDIX  F:    RESOURCE  USE 


The  following  principles  could  be  used  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  when  reviewing  the  design  criteria  of  proposed  buildings  for  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Project. 


1.     Encourage  the  use  of  insulation,  efficient  fireplaces,  and  passive  solar 
design  measures  to  reduce  the  demand  for  natural  gas  used  for  space 
heating.    Examples  of  such  measures  are: 

Orient  the  long  axis  of  buildings  within  20o  of  true 
east-west. 

Maximize  window  area  on  the  south  sides  of  buildings,  and 
minimize  window  and  door  area  on  the  north  sides. 

Provide  eaves  or  window  overhangs,  or  landscape  with  deciduous 
trees  adjacent  to  walls,  to  shade  interiors  from  high  summer  sun 
yet  allow  penetration  of  low  v/inter  sun. 

Install  double-pane  windows  and/or  install  insulated  draperies. 

Install  masonry  floors  and  walls  opposite  south-facing  windows 
to  store  solar  heat. 

Install  extra  insulation  beyond  that  required  by  State 
regulations  in  ceilings  and  walls  and  insulate  the  floors  over 
unheated  spaces. 

Locate  any  fireplaces  entirely  inside  the  exterior  v/all  of  the 
structures;  do  not  install  a  natural  gas  outlet  in  the  fireplace. 

Equip  any  fireplaces  v/ith  metal  fire  boxes,  heat  exchangers  and 
adjustable  flues,  or  install  free-standing  fireplaces  or 
Franklin-type  stoves. 

It  should  be  noted  that,  while  these  measures  are  applicable  to  all 
structures,  residential  structures  would  benefit  most  from  them. 


2.    Encourage  the  use  of  efficient  appliances  and  fixtures,  and  encourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  instead  of  electric  appliances.    Examples  of  measures 
are: 

Use  natural  gas  for  space  and  water  heating  (if  solar  is  not 
provided)  and  for  ranges  and  laundry  dryers.    Install  natural 
gas  furnaces,  water  heaters,  ranges,  and  laundry  dryers  (all 
with  pilotless  ignition)  instead  of  electric  appliances. 

Select  other  installed  electric  appliances,  such  as  dishwashers, 
disposals,  and  trash  compactors  on  the  basis  of  greatest  energy 
efficiency. 
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Locate  windows  and  properly  insulated  skylights  to  provide 
natural  light  in  frequently  used  work  areas  such  as  kitchen  and 
sink  areas. 

Use  openable  windows  where  feasible. 

Locate  bathrooms  to  accommodate  windows  for  ventilation  (and 
light)  instead  of  fans. 

Use  fluorescent  lighting  for  all  installed  light  fixtures  in 
work  areas  (kitchens,  bathrooms,  etc.)  and  in  common  areas 
(corridors,  laundry  rooms,  etc.). 

The  City  should  be  requested  to  install  sodium-vapor  lamps  for 
all  street  and  public  parking-lot  lighting.    Lighting  should  be 
the  minimum  amount  necessary  for  public  safety.  Control 
lighting  with  photoelectric  cells. 

Use  accurate  thermostats  with  readings  in  degrees  to  control 
water  heaters. 

Locate  water  heaters  as  close  as  possible  to  the  points  of  hot 
water  use  and  insulate  hot-water  pipes. 

Use  accurate  clock-operated  thermostats  with  day  and  night 
settings  to  control  space  heating. 

3.  Discourage  use  of  appliances  and  fixtures  which  are  wasteful  of  energy. 
Examples  are: 

Electric  resistance  "spot"  heaters  in  bathrooms. 

Infrared  v/armer  lights  in  food  preparation  or  bathroom  areas. 

Infrared  heaters  for  exterior  restaurant  eating  areas  (a 
combination  of  wind  protection  and  passive  solar  heating  system 
should  be  used). 

Architectural  or  exterior  display  lighting. 
Escalators  to  provide  access  between  floors. 

4.  Encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  and  the  recycling  of  materials. 
Examples  include: 

Coordinate  with  S.F.  Muni  to  construct  passenger  shelters  at 
appropriate  points  in  the  project  area.    Provide  for  safety  and 
convenience  of  passengers'  access  to  shelters. 

Provide  storage  areas  in  all  structures  for  recyclable  materials 
(glass,  cans,  newspapers)  to  encourage  recycling. 
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APPENDIX  G:    ARCHITECTURAL  EVALUATION  SYSTEMS 


The  architectural  ratings  discussed  in  the  text  of  this  report  represent  the 
results  of  two  separate  architectural  surveys. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  SURVEY 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted 
a  citywide  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.    An  advisory 
review  committee  of  architects  and  architectural  historians  assisted  in  the 
final  determination  of  ratings  for  the  10,000  buildings  which  v/ere  entered  in 
an  unpublished  60-volume  record  of  the  inventory.    The  rated  buildings  have 
been  represented  on  a  set  of  color-coded  maps  which  identify  the  location  and 
relative  significance  of  each  building  surveyed.    The  maps  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  inventory  assessed  the  architectural  significance  of  the  surveyed 
structures  from  the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design 
features.    Both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  included,  but  historical 
associations  were  not  considered.    Each  building  was  numerically  rated 
according  to  its  overall  architectural  significance.    The  ratings  ranged  from 
a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".    Factors  considered  included  architectural 
significance,  urban  design  context,  and  overall  environmental  significance. 
The  architectural  survey  resulted  in  a  listing  of  the  best  10%  of 
San  Francisco's  buildings.    In  the  estimation  of  the  inventory  participants, 
buildings  rated  "3"  or  better  represent  approximately  the^  best  2%  of  the 
City's  architecture. 

HERITAGE  SURVEY 

More  recently,  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage, 
through  its  consultants,  Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  conducted  an 
architectural  and  historical  survey  of  all  Downtown  structures.    In  1979,  the 
inventory  results  were  published  in  the  book  Splendid  Survivors.  Criteria 
considered  in  rating  the  buildings  included  Architectural  Significance, 
Historical /Cultural  Significance,  Environmental  Significance  and  Negative 
Alterations.    Sunmary  ratings  from  "A"  to  "D"  were  then  assigned  to  each 
building  on  the  basis  of  these  scores.    The  summary  ratings  indicate  the 
following: 

A.  Highest  Importance.    Individually,  these 

buildings  are  the  most  important  buildings 
in  downtown  San  Francisco.    All  "A"  group 
buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  and  are  of  highest  priority  for 
City  Landmark  status. 
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B.  Major  Importance.    This  group  includes  buildings  which  are  of  individual 
importance  by  virtue  of  architectural,  historical,  and  environmental 
criteria.    "B"  group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and 
are  of  secondary  priority  for  City  Landmark  status. 

C.  Contextual  Importance.    Buildings  which  are  distinguished  by  their  scale, 
materials,  compositional  treatment,  cornice  and  other  features  are 
included  in  this  group.    Many  "C"  group  buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  as  part  of  historic  districts. 

D.  Minor  or  No  Importance.    Buildings  in  this  group  are  insignificant 
examples  of  architecture.    Most  "D"  group  buildings  are  "sites  of 
opportunity"  for  development. 

ARCHITECTURALLY  AND/OR  HISTORICALLY  IMPORTANT  BUILDINGS  IN  THE  DOWNTOWN 

Section  1011  of  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code  authorizes  the  City 
Planning  Commission  to  approve  a  list  of  structures  that  have  historical  and 
architectural  merit,  but  have  not  been  designated  as  landmarks.    The  purpose 
of  such  a  list  is  to  encourage  preservation  of  structures  of  architectural  and 
historic  merit,  without  subjecting  them  to  the  controls  imposed  on  designated 
landmarks. 

In  May  1978,  the  Planning  Commission  directed  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  to  prepare  a  list  of  such  structures  for  the  Commission  to 
consider.    The  Landmarks  Board  presented  a  list  in  September  of  the  best  300 
buildings  in  the  Downtown  area,  including  all  buildings  rated  A  or  B  in  the 
Heritage  survey.  Splendid  Survivors,  and  any  other  buildings  given  high 
ratings  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  1976  Architectural  Inventory.  The 
Planning  Commission  held  two  public  hearing,  in  September  1979  and  January 
1980,  and  adopted  the  Listing  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Important 
Buildings  in  the  Downtown  on  May  29,  1980  (Resolution  8600). 
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XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Introduction  and  Summary 


A.    INTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  RESPONSES 


This  document  contains  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Second 
Supplement  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  responses 
to  those  comments. 

All  substantive  spoken  comments  received  at  a  joint  public  hearing  before  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  the  City  Planning  Commission 
on  July  6,  1982,  and  all  substantive  written  comments  received  during  the 
public  review  period  from  May  28,  1982  through  July  13,  1982  were  reviewed  and 
summarized  in  the  form  of  edited  quotations. 

The  summarized  comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter,  and  each 
group  of  comments  is  followed  by  a  corresponding  group  of  responses.  The 
order  of  topics  generally  follows  the  order  in  which  these  topics  are  treated 
in  the  Draft  Second  Supplement  Environmental  Impact  Report.    As  the  subject 
matter  of  a  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  may 
occasionally  be  referred  to  more  than  one  group  of  Comments  and  Responses  to 
review  all  information  on  a  given  topic.    Where  this  occurs,  cross-references 
are  provided  (e.g.  "See  also  the  Response  under  Specification  of  Cultural 
Uses"). 


Several  abbreviations  are  used  throughout  this  report.    The  "EIR"  refers  to 
the  Second  Supplement  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report!    "VBC  FEIR"  refers  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EE77.220),  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission  in  April  1978.    "First  Supplement" 
refers  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  Supplement 
(EE81.27),  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and 
City  Planning  Commission  in  July  1981.    All  of  the  blocks  in  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  (VBC)  have  been  given  names  such  as  "Central  Block  One,"  "Eastern  Block 
Two"  and  "Southern  Block  Two"  (see  Figure  1,  p.  4  of  the  EIR).    These  blocks 
are  all  referred  to  using  abbreviations  such  as  "CB-1,"  "EB-2"  and  "SB-2." 

The  "Main  Program"  containing  the  uses  listed  for  all  of  VBC  in  Table  1, 
pp.  32-34  of  the  EIR,  has  been  treated  as  "the  project"  for  the  purposes  of 
environmental  analysis.    In  addition,  four  variants  to  the  Main  Program,  shown 
in  Table  4,  pp.  45-46  of  the  EIR,  have  been  analyzed.    The  impacts  of  these 
variants  have  been  discussed,  however,  only  where  they  would  differ  from  those 
of  the  Main  Program. 

Some  comments,  as  well  as  the  availability  of  some  information  which  was  not 
available  during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIR,  have  resulted  in  revisions 
to  the  text  of  the  EIR.    These  revisions  appear  in  various  responses  scattered 
throughout  this  document,  along  with  instructions  indicating  where  in  the  text 
of  the  EIR  the  revision  is  to  be  made.    In  order  to  facilitate  reading  this 
comments  and  responses  document,  the  major  text  revisions  (those  revisions 
resulting  in  new  or  largely  rewritten  EIR  sections)  are  outlined  below. 
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Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  preparation  of  the  Summary  of 
Comments  and  Responses  (August,  1982),  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
compiled  a  comprehensive  list  of  all  Downtown  San  Francisco  office  development 
proposed,  approved  or  under  construction.    This  list  is  presented  in 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9  in  the  revised  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171  of  this 
document.    Generation  of  this  list  has  allowed  more  detailed  cumulative  impact 
analyses  than  was  possible  previously.    As  is  discussed  below  on  an  issue  by 
issue  basis,  generally  speaking,  the  new  methodology  produced  results  similar 
to  those  identified  in  the  Draft  EIR.    The  original  methodology  in  the  Draft 
EIR  generated  cumulative  growth  estimates  very  similar  to  those  contained  in 
the  new  longer  list  compiled  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.    As  a  result, 
the  revised  traffic  and  air  quality  analyses  in  this  document  yield  impacts 
close  to  those  contained  in  the  Draft  EIR. 

An  overview  of  cumulative  Downtown  office  development,  based  on  the  new  list, 
is  presented  in  the  Response  under  Expansion  of  the  Cumulative  Project  List, 
p.  C&R-85.    New  or  updated  cumulative  impact  analyses  have  been  performed  for 
Housing,  Transportation  and  Air  Quality;  these  are  presented  as  text  revisions 
in  the  Responses  under  Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42,  Revision  of 
Cumulative  Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89,  and  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air 
Quality  Impacts,  p.  C&R-131. 

The  new  Cumulative  Housing  Demand  section,  on  p.  C&R-42  of  this  document 
discusses  the  regional  effects  of  housing  demand  generated  by  cumulative 
Downtown  San  Francisco  office  growth,  and  those  due  to  cumulative  plus  office 
development  in  the  YBC  Main  Program.    Table  12A,  p.  C&R-45,  indicates  that 
cumulative  plus  Main  Program  office  worker  housing  demand  probably  could  be 
absorbed  by  the  projected  housing  stock  growth  in  the  Peninsula  (including  the 
South  Bay),  East  Bay  and  North  Bay  counties,  but  that  the  San  Francisco 
component  of  the  demand  could  exceed  the  projected  San  Francisco  housing 
supply.    Although  not  necessarily  required  by  CEQA,  this  document  also 
presents  additional  information  in  response  to  comments  on  the  socio-economic 
nature  of  housing  demand.    These  include  the  estimated  split  in  the 
Main-Program-generated  San  Francisco  housing  demand  between  ownership  and 
rental  housing  markets;  the  projected  San  Francisco  housing  demand  due  to 
indirect  or  secondary  employment  generated  by  the  Main  Program;  and  the 
possible  displacement  of  low-income  San  Francisco  households  due  to  the 
Downtown  Cumulative  plus  Main  Program  housing  demand.    The  scope  and 
quantitative  nature  of  these  discussions  is  restricted  by  the  extremently 
limited  information  available. 

The  original  Draft  EIR  contained  a  cumulative  transportation  analysis,  which 
was  based  on  traffic  generated  by  31  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC,  which 
were  to  be  occupied  after  1981  or  which  were  under  environmental  review.  The 
analysis  in  the  Draft  EIR  also  added  a  growth  factor  (percentage)  which  was 
applied  to  the  existing  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  to  account  for 
1988  contributions  from  new  development  outside  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
YBC.    This  Comment  and  Responses  document  updates  the  cumulative 
transportation  analysis  using  instead  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  latest 
cumulative  list.    That  list,  compiled  in  August  1982,  includes  79  office 
buildings  under  construction,  approved,  or  with  well  defined  proposed  plans  in 
the  Downtown  and  South  of  Market  area.    Use  of  this  revised  list  alone  allows 
a  more  accurate  cumulative  analysis  than  was  possible  with  the  limited  list 
and  the  growth  factor. 
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The  effect  of  changing  the  cumulative  base  has  been  to  only  slightly  alter  the 
projections  of  transit  demand,  intersection  operations  and  parking  deficit. 
The  cumulative  transit  demand  has  increased  by  an  average  of  about  7%  over 
that  projected  using  the  Draft  EIR  methodology.    As  a  result,  the  Main 
Program's  share  of  the  cumul ative-plus-Main-Program  transit  demand  has,  on  the 
average,  decreased  slightly  (by  less  than  1%),  and  the  total 
cumulative-plus-Main-Program  transit  demand  has  increased  slightly  (by  about 
3%)  over  that  shown  in  the  Draft  EIR  (compare  Table  16,  p.  157  of  the  Draft 
EIR  with  the  revised  Table  16,  p.  C&R-95  of  this  document).    The  Main 
Program's  share  of  the  projected  cumulative  Muni  ridership  increase  was  about 
19%  in  the  Draft  EIR  analysis;  it  is  about  18%  in  the  revised  analysis. 

The  revised  cumulative  (1988  Base  Case)  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  are 
roughly  the  same  or  slightly  less  at  all  YBC  intersections  than  projected  in 
the  Draft  EIR.    None  of  the  projected  1988  Base  Case  Levels  of  Service  shown 
in  the  revised  Table  17,  p.  C&R-99  of  this  document  differ  from  those  shown  in 
Table  17,  p.  159  of  the  Draft  EIR.    The  revised  Table  17  shows  an  improved 
Level  of  Service  (from  "D"  in  the  Draft  EIR  to  "C"  in  the  revised  analysis)  at 
the  Fourth  and  Mission  intersection  for  1988  Base-plus-Main-Program  traffic. 
All  other  YBC  intersection  Levels  of  Service  remain  unchanged. 

Only  one  change  has  occurred  in  the  cumulative  parking  analysis:  the 
short-term  parking  demand  from  cumulative  office  and  retail  development  not 
including  YBC  has  been  changed  from  about  2,530  spaces  per  hour  (Draft  EIR)  to 
about  1,600  spaces  per  hour  (revised  analysis).    This  change  is  due  to  updated 
parking  survey  information  (see  the  revised  Appendix  C,  p.  C-11),  and  not  to 
the  August,  1982  cumulative  development  list.    The  revised  analyses  for 
Cumulative  Travel  Demand,  Transit  Impacts,  Mixed  Vehicle  Impacts  and  Parking 
Impacts  are  presented  on  pp.  C&R-89  -  C&R-103  of  this  document. 

The  revised  cumulative  traffic  data  was  used  to  recalculate  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations,  shown  in  Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  C&R-132  and  C&R-133  of  this 
document.    In  all  cases,  the  changes  in  the  carbon  monoxide  concentration 
shown  in  the  Draft  EIR  were  less  than  0.5  parts  per  million  (or  less  than  3% 
on  the  average). 

In  response  to  comments  questioning  the  validity  of  counting,  as  part  of  the 
Main  Program's  housing  "supply,"  subsidized  housing  required  by  the  "TOOR" 
settlement  ("TOOR"  v.  HUD,  SFRA,  et.  al.,  1973),  housing  demand  calculations 
in  the  EIR  are  revised  to  completely  exclude  the  "TOOR"  units.    Text  revisions 
to  the  EIR's  Housing  Demand  section  and  a  revised  Table  12  are  shown  on 
pp.  C&R-56  -  C&R-62,  in  the  response  to  "TOOR"  Housing  in  this  document.  The 
revisions  have  resulted  in  a  smaller  Main  Program  housing  "supply."  However, 
the  market-rate  units  to  be  supplied  by  the  Main  Program  would  remain  within 
the  range  of  San  Francisco  dwelling  units  projected  to  be  demanded  by  the  Main 
Program's  office  workers. 
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Portions  of  the  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  section  of  the  EIR  are 
revised  in  response  to  questions  about  required  procedures  relating  to 
historic  structures.    New  information  in  Heritage's  July  1982  survey  of 
architectural  resources  in  the  C-3  Zoning  Destrict,  and  new  information 
contained  in  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  signed  on  June  3,  1982  by  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  and 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD),  are  also  added  to  the 
EIR  text.    These  text  revisions  are  in  the  Responses  to  Heritage-Rated 
Buildings  in  YBC,  and  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  p.  C&R-147  and  p.  C&R-152. 
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B.    LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


Gary  Agid,  Chief,  Local  Projects 

Support  Branch,  Regional  Programs 
Division,  California  Air  Resources 
Board 

Gene  Coleman,  South  of  Market 
Al 1 i  ance 

Commissioner  Arnelle,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 

Commissioner  Bierman,  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Commission 

Commissioner  Klein,  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Commission 

Commissioner  Nakashima, 

San  Francisco  City  Planning 
Commission 

Commissioner  Salazar,  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Commission 

Michael  Cronoach,  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Railway 

H.  Grant  Dehart,  Director, 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage 

John  Elberling,  South  of  Market 
Consortium 

Milton  Feldstein,  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District 

Roger  S.  Gross,  Golden  Gate 
Business  Association 

Richard  Gryziec 

Carl  Imparato,  San  Franciscans  for 
Reasori=;ble  Growth 

David  Jones,  San  Franciscans  for 
Reasonable  Growth 


Doris  Kahn,  San  Francisco 
Transportation  Commission 

Tony  Kilroy,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Meg  Madden,  San  Francisco  Ballet 

Joseph  Madonna,  General  Manager, 
Verba  Buena  Gardens  Project 
(Olympia  and  York) 

Peter  Mendolsohn,  President, 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development 
Corporation 

Mark  Mispagel,  Chief,  California 
Division  of  Aeronautics 

Jack  Morrison 

Kay  Pachtner,  San  Francisco 
Consumer  Action 

Walter  Park,  Harvey  Milk  Gay 
Democratic  Club 

Susan  Passovoy,  Vice  Chair, 

Technical  Assistance  Committee, 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

Barry  Pearl,  Member,  San  Francisco 
Gem  and  Mineral  Society 

Darrell  Solomon,  Fisherman's  Wharf 
Merchants  Association 

Michael  A.  Visconti,  Program 

Manager,  Plan  and  Project  Review, 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

Germaine  Q.  Wong,  Office  of  Chief 
Administrative  Officer 

(No  Signature),  Fisherman's  Wharf 
Merchants  Association 
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C.    COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


BACKGROUND 


Displaced  Persons 
COMMENT 

"Page  2  should  include  a  figure  of  the  numbers  of  people  that  were  displaced 
originally  from  this  area."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  after  the  first  full  sentence  of  the  first  partial 
paragraph  on  page  3: 

Relocation  of  persons  from  YBC  was  done  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1970.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  paid 
relocation  allowances  for  moving  expenses  and  replacement  housing 
costs  for  2,070  individuals  and  227  households. 


Policy  Statement 
COMMENT 

"Page  3  should  include  language  of  [the]  policy  statement  that  was  on  the 
ballot,  if  that  policy  statement  said  'preferably'  underground  about  the 
convention  center."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  first  full  paragraph  on  page  3 
after  the  first  sentence: 

The  policy  further  declared  that  the  exhibit  hall  be  "underground  if 
financially  feasible"  and  "otherwise  above  ground." 


Convention  Center  Opening 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  3  of  the  Draft,  the  date  used  for  the  opening  of  the  George  R. 
Moscone  Convention  Center  is  December  10,  1981.    The  Center  was  actually 
opened  on  December  2,  1981."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 
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RESPONSE 

December  10  was  the  date  a  public  celebration  of  the  opening  was  held  at 
the  convention  center.    Since  the  official  opening  was  actually  a  few  days 
earlier,  a  text  revision  is  necessary.    On  page  3,  first  full  paragraph, 
the  date  in  the  last  line  is  changed  from  December  10,  1981  to  December  2, 
1981. 


Water  Fountain  Design  Concept 
COMMENT 

"Page  41  should  include  a  fountain  and  possible  uses.    The  alternatives 
selected  which  the  Agency  included  a  classical  fountain  and  that's  not  in 
there."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  paragraph  on  page  7  indicates  that  on  October  6,  1981,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  indicated  its  preference  for  the  design 
principles  embodied  in  the  prototype  entitled  "The  Esplanade"  which 
included  the  fountain  as  part  of  the  design  for  Central  Blocks  2  and  3. 
The  Commission  stated  to  the  staff  that  its  indication  of  preference  for 
the  Esplanade  design  was  meant  as  general  guidance  to  Olympia  &  York  and  ~ 
Agency  staff  and  was  not  intended  to  be  an  approval  of  a  specific  design 
concept.    A  fountain  has  not  definitely  been  included  as  part  of  the 
project,  although  it  has  been  considered  and  could  be  included  as  the 
design  process  progresses.    The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  41  after  sentence  8:    "The  highest  terrace  could  provide 
the  setting  for  a  fountain." 


GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION 


Yerba  Buena  West  Completion 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  16,  Yerba  Buena  West  is  not  included  in  the  list  of  buildings  under 
construction  or  recently  completed."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  Yerba  Buena  West  office  building  is  added  to  the  list  of  buildings 
recently  completed,  at  the  end  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  16  of 
the  EIR. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
Specification  of  Cultural  Uses 
COMMENT 

"Page  42  says  "The  cultural  space  on  CB-2  could  be  a  performance  theater  or  a 
museum."    As  a  proposed  gallery,  library,  educational  space,  festival  space, 
video/film  theatre,  studio  workspaces  and  a  second  theatre  are  under 
consideration,  probably  for  this  block,  they  should  be  mentioned.  Their 
environmental  impact  should  be  discussed  separately  from  that  of 
entertainment,  recreation,  amusement,  the  convention  space,  hotel  space  or 
retail  commercial  use,  with  which  they  are  currently  variously  lumped." 
(Meg  Madden) 

"The  Second  Verba  Buena  Center  EIR  Supplement  should  include  discussion  of  the 
proposed  facilities  and  programs  for  the  cultural  portion  of  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  and  review  the  environmental  impact  of  the  package. 

"Although  precise  facilities  have  not  been  designated,  the  so-called  "Blue 
Book"  recommends  a  package  of  cultural  programs  and  facilities  which  are 
summarized  in  the  attached  Exhibit  A. 

"It  is  my  understanding  that  the  VBC  FEIR  did  not  discuss  the  cultural 
component  with  any  specificity.    Since  the  Agency  continues  to  support  the 
inclusion  of  the  facilities  and  programs  listed  in  the  Blue  Book  in  all 
alternatives  but  the  "no  action"  alternative,  now  is  the  time  to  analyze  in 
some  detail  the  impact  of  the  proposed  element."    (Susan  J.  Passovoy) 

"It's  the  cultural  designs,  it's  cultural  aspects  of  the  plan,  the  design 
elements  of  the  buildings  going  there."    [Commissioner  Salazar  is  expressing 
concern  over  the  specificity  of  the  cultural  and  design  aspects  of  the 
project.]    (Commissioner  Salazar) 

RESPONSE 

The  "Blue  Book"  referred  to  is  the  "VBC  Cultural  Plan  Design  Scenario," 
prepared  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  referenced  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  in  its  Resolution  of  August  5,  1981.    It  contains  a 
series  of  recommendations  for  cultural  uses  in  VBC,  and  reflects 
Redevelopment  Agency  policy,  but  not  a  final  development  plan. 

The  package  of  specific  cultural  uses  that  may  occur  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3 
and  EB-2  is  still  a  subject  of  consideration  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
Many  different  cultural  uses  and  combinations  of  cultural  uses  are  being 
considered;  no  one  proposal  for  types  of  uses  has  been  finally  endorsed  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency.    The  first  line  at  the  top  of  p.  42  is  modified 
to  reflect  the  possible  range  of  uses  being  considered:    "The  cultural 
space  on  CB-2  could  be  used  for  a  performance  theater,  a  museum,  a 
gallery,  a  studio,  a  library,  an  educational  facility,  a  workshop,  or  some 
combination  of  these  and  other  uses." 
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The  proposed  cultural  space  for  the  Main  Program  has  been  analyzed 
separately  from  the  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  wherever  their 
impacts  would  differ.    The  cultural  uses  are  broken  out  separately  in  all 
of  the  land  use  tables  (Table  1,  pp.  32-34;  Table  2,  pp.  35-37).  All 
calculable  impacts  (traffic,  community  service  demands,  energy  demands, 
employment  generation)  treated  each  use  listed  in  Tables  1  and  2 
separately.    It  is  noted  in  various  places  throughout  the  text  that  one  of 
the  primary  features  that  distinguishes  the  Main  Program  from  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  is  the  Main  Program's  inclusion  of  cultural  uses  (see,  for 
example,  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  34  and  the  first  full  paragraph  on 
p.  103).    Discussions  in  the  Land  Use  and  Social  Characteristics  sections 
of  the  EIR  tend  to  treat  the  cultural  and  recreation/entertainment  uses 
together,  because  they  would  both  attract  visitors  to  YBC. 


California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Museum  and  Library 
COMMENT 

"Mentioned  as  a  potential  use  for  Eastern  Block  2  is  a  major  museum. 
Newspaper  reports  have  suggested  that  the  Asian  Art  Museum  might  be  the 
occupant  of  such  a  museum. 

"No  mention  is  given  of  other  cultural  resources  that  might  be  more 
appropriate  to  the  area.    A  significant  cultural  resource,  the  California 
Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Museum  and  Library  now  located  in  the  Ferry 
Building  is  threatened  with  relocation  or  closure.    Presently  housed  in 
approximately  6,000  square  feet,  the  museum  and  library  must  relocate  from  the 
Ferry  Building  before  1984.    This  cultural  resource  has  been  valuable  to  both 
professional  and  hobby  persons  for  many  years.    The  mineral  collection  in  the 
museum  has  been  valued  at  several  million  dollars. 

"Inclusion  of  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Museum  and  Library 
as  a  potential  use  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Area  should  be  given 
consideration.    Possible  incorporation  with  a  San  Francisco  History  Museum 
might  also  be  considered.    The  significance  of  mining  and  geology  and  the 
history  and  development  of  San  Francisco  can  not  be  ignored.    Preferably,  at 
reduced  or  minimal  rent,"    (Barry  Pearl) 

RESPONSE 

Final  plans  (floor  areas,  locations,  building  designs)  for  EB-2  are  the 
subject  of  consideration  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    The  outcome  of  this 
consideration  will  be  expressed  in  a  proposed  land  disposition  and 
development  agreement  (LDA)  as  an  allocation  of  building  space  in  specific 
locations  for  cultural  uses.    The  final  selection  of  tenants  for  most  of 
this  space  will  be  made  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 


C&R-4 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Project  Description 

Main  Program  Total  Square  Footage 
COMMENT 

"What  is  the  main  proposal  square  footage?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
RESPONSE 

The  Main  Program  contains  an  estimated  total  floor  area  of  about 
6,606,700  gross  square  feet  of  office,  retail-commercial ,  entertainment, 
convention  and  exhibit  facilities,  cultural,  downtown  support, 
institutional,  and  light  industrial  uses.    In  addition,  it  would  have 
about  2,200  hotel  rooms,  1,970  market  rate  dwelling  units  and  900 
subsidized  dwelling  units.    There  would  also  be  about  4,850  public  and 
accesory  parking  spaces  for  which  square  footage  has  not  been  determined. 
The  Main  Program  would  contain  approximately  425,400  sq.  ft.  of  open  space 
on  Central  Blocks  1,  2,  and  3,  including  plazas  and  the  pedestrian 
concourse.    These  figures  and  uses  are  summarized  in  both  Table  S-2  and 
Table  2,  pp.  S-8  and  35  respectively.    Some  of  this  space  is  currently 
under  construction,  such  as  the  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel,  or  has  been 
completed,  such  as  Woolf  House  I.    The  third  sentence  in  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  21  states:    "For  the  peripheral  blocks  of  YBC,  the  Main 
Program  reflect(s)  the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff's  best  estimates  of 
square  footages  and  uses  which  are  reasonable  and  likely  to  occur.  In 
some  cases,  these  estimates  are  derived  from  the  maximum  height,  bulk,  and 
use  limitations  contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  approved  by 
the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.    Where  the  buildings  already  are 
in  place,  under  construction,  or  approved,  the  Main  Program  and  variants 
adopt  the  existing  or  approved  uses  and  square  footages." 


Variants 
COMMENT 

"Indicate  variants  on  Tables  S-2  and  2."    (Commissioner  Blomquist) 
RESPONSE 

Neither  Table  S-2  nor  Table  2  can  accommodate  any  additional  columns 
without  additional  reduction,  which  would  make  them  difficult  to  read. 
Since  there  are  four  independent  variants  (two  involving  modifications  to 
the  same  block,  CB-1)  at  least  two  additional  columns  would  be  needed. 
Table  S-3,  pp.  S-9  -  S-10,  and  Table  4,  pp.  45-46,  are  set  up  for 
comparison  of  the  Main  Program  and  its  single-block  variants.  The 
analysis  of  the  variants  is  presented  this  way  throughout  the  report. 
Direct  comparisons  are  made  only  with  the  Main  Program.    Through  the  Main 
Program,  indirect  comparisons  can  be  made  with  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 
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Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 
COMMENTS 

"In  several  instances  throughout  this  Supplement,  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 
is  incorrectly  identified  as  Woolf  House  II  or  Woolf  House  III,  and  the  number 
of  proposed  housing  units  is  misstated  (a  maximum  of  95  units  is  the  correct 
number)."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

"On  Page  119,  Woolf  House  Phase  III  is  mentioned.    To  my  knowledge  there  is  no 
Woolf  House  Phase  III.    The  author  may  be  referring  to  the  Ceatrice  Polite 
Apartments."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments  were  incorrectly  referred  to  as  Woolf  House 
Phase  III  in  two  places  in  this  EIR.    The  text  is  corrected  as  follows: 
"(Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments)"  is  inserted  at  the  end  of  the  sixth 
sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  43;  "(Woolf  House  Phase  III)"  in 
the  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  119  is  changed  to 
"(Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments)".    Ninety-five  units  were  analyzed  in  the 
EIR  for  this  building  (see  Table  1,  p.  33,  Western  Block  3). 

Eastern  Block  2  Use  Locations 

COMMENT 

"Why  is  East  Block  2  not  colored  in  at  all  as  to  its  uses?    It's  blank." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  proposed  land  uses  for  East  Block  2  on  Figure  8,  p.  38,  are  specified 
on  the  Figure  as  Housing/Office/Retail/Cultural,  but  this  block  is  not 
colored  because  the  spatial  configuration  on  the  block  of  these  uses  has 
not  yet  been  identified.    The  locations  of  these  uses  are  a  subject  of 
ongoing  negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  and  York, 


Central  Block  1  Pedestrian  Plaza 
COMMENT 

"Page  38,  Central  Block  1  shows  no  park  or  plaza.  Is  that  an  error?" 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 
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Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 
COMMENTS 

"In  several  instances  throughout  this  Supplement,  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 
is  incorrectly  identified  as  Woolf  House  II  or  Woolf  House  III,  and  the  number 
of  proposed  housing  units  is  misstated  (a  maximum  of  95  units  is  the  correct 
number)."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

"On  Page  119,  Woolf  House  Phase  III  is  mentioned.    To  my  knowledge  there  is  no 
Woolf  House  Phase  III.    The  author  may  be  referring  to  the  Ceatrice  Polite 
Apartments."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments  were  incorrectly  referred  to  as  Woolf  House 
Phase  III  in  two  places  in  this  EIR.    The  text  is  corrected  as  follows: 
"(Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments)"  is  inserted  at  the  end  of  the  sixth 
sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  43;  "(Woolf  House  Phase  III)"  in 
the  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  119  is  changed  to 
"(Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments)".    Ninety-five  units  were  analyzed  in  the 
EIR  for  this  building  (see  Table  1,  p.  33,  Western  Block  3). 

Eastern  Block  2  Use  Locations 

COMMENT 

"Why  is  East  Block  2  not  colored  in  at  all  as  to  its  uses?    It's  blank." 
(Commissioner  Bier man) 

RESPONSE 

The  proposed  land  uses  for  East  Block  2  on  Figure  8,  p.  38,  are  specified 
on  the  Figure  as  Housing/Office/Retail/Cultural,  but  this  block  is  not 
colored  because  the  spatial  configuration  on  the  block  of  these  uses  has 
not  yet  been  identified.    The  locations  of  these  uses  are  a  subject  of 
ongoing  negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  and  York. 


Central  Block  1  Pedestrian  Plaza 
COMMENT 

"Page  38,  Central  Block  1  shows  no  park  or  plaza.  Is  that  an  error?" 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 
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YBC  "Gardens"  and  the  Alternative  B  Park  on  CB-2 
COMMENTS 

"Page  26,... we  read  about  commercial/recreation/entertainment  park.  It 
appears  I  think  for  the  first  time.    I  think  it  should  be  called  by  a  name. 
YBC  Gardens,  or  I  know  Tivoli  is  out,  but  some  mention  that  is  just  more  than 
just  commercial/recreation/entertainment  park." 

"Tables  should  list  for  Alternative  B,  commercial/recreational/entertainment 
park,  clearly  there's  no  way  to  know  that  they  are  components  of  the  Gardens." 

"[On  page  3]  there  should  also  be  language  indicating  the  intent  to  try  to  do 
a  theme  park  or  a  gardens  if  possible..." 

"Page  9,  again  alternatives  are  much  too  limited,  no  mention  of  a  theme  park 
or  a  gardens  from  the  citizens  committee." 

"On  page  S2,...the  Alternative  B  summary  should  say  something  about  [a]  park 
on  [Central]  Blocks  2  and  3... I  think  all  alternative  summaries  are  too  brief 
and  need  better  descriptions,  particularly  about  urban  park,  housing, 
et  cetera.    They  are  too  sketchy."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  first  comment  above  refers  to  Alternative  B,  which  would  have  an 
active  commercial/recreational/entertainment  park.    This  park  would  differ 
in  character  from  the  "Gardens"  proposed  for  the  Main  Program,  which  would 
have  more  passive  uses.    The  phrase,  "an  active,"  is  inserted  to  precede 
the  phrase,  "commercial/recreational/entertainment  park,"  in  the 
second-to-last  line  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  26. 

Alternative  B  is  described  in  the  Project  Description,  p.  26.  Although 
the  Alternative  B  "commercial/recreational/entertainment  park"  was 
intended  to  consist  of  more  active  entertainment  uses  (such  as  rides)  than 
the  currently  proposed  Main  Program  "Gardens",  neither  the  "Gardens"  idea 
nor  the  "commercial/recreational/entertainment  park"  idea  have  been 
developed  to  the  level  of  final  specific  uses.    Therefore,  components  of 
both  are  referred  to  throughout  as  "commercial  entertainment"  uses  or  as 
"commercial /recreation/entertainment"  uses. 

The  second  line  of  the  description  of  Alternative  B  on  p.  9  of  the  EIR  is 
revised  to  read:  "...and  included  an  apparel  mart  and  a 
commercial/recreation/entertainment  park,  but  no  hotel...."    The  second 
line  of  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  S-2  is  revised  to  read:  "...and  included 
an  apparel  mart  and  a  commercial/recreation/entertainment  park,  but  no 
hotel ..." 
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The  outlines  of  the  alternatives  provided  in  the  Summary  Section  are  not 
intended  to  be  complete  descriptions  of  the  alternatives.    More  detailed 
descriptions  of  the  alternatives  are  provided  in  the  Project  Description 
pp.  25-31,  and  shown  in  Figures  4-7,  pp.  27-30,  and  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
pp.  31-62. 


Role  of  the  Request  for  Qualifications 
COMMENTS 

"The  summary  should  include  the  RFQ  requirements  and  a  table  showing  how  the 
main  project  [Main  Program]  differs  from  the  RFQ."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"To  summarize  the  project's  low  points,  and  I'm  saying  this  because  this  is 
what  should  be  in  the  EIR,  the  proposed  development  has  gotten  much  too  big. 
Every  kind  of  use  has  been  increased  over  my  original  plan,  or  if  you  prefer, 
the  plan  that  appears  in  the  Request  for  Qualifications  that  went  out  some  two 
years  ago.    Everything  has  been  increased  except  open  space. 

"For  example,  offices  have  been  increased  by  700,000  to  1,200,000  square  feet, 
over  the  RFQ,    Hotel  has  been  increased  from  zero  rooms  to  700  rooms,  over  the 
RFQ.    Luxury  condos  have  been  increased  from  300  to  800  units  over  the  RFQ. 
Daytime  retail  has  been  increased  by  over  180,000  square  feet  [over  the  RFQ]. 
The  exhibit  hall,  meeting  space,  have  been  added,  100,000  square  feet  of 
that.    Nobody  knows  who  is  paying  for  it  or  where  it's  coming  from. 
Amusement,  recreation  and  entertaiment  uses  have  been  increased  from  45,000  to 
75,000  square  feet.    Cultural  uses  have  been  increased  from  50,000  to 
250,000  thousand  square  feet  over  that  in  the  RFQ.    And  parking  has  been 
increased,  by  my  calculation,  by  2,250  to  2,750  spaces  over  that  in  the  RFQ. 
There  has  been  no  increase  in  open  space  [over  that  in  the  RFQ]." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"...I  agree  that  the  original  RFQ  ought  to  be  part  of  this  study,  and  we  ought 
to  set  this  study  in  balance  in  terms  of  the  proposed,  where  we  are  and  where 
we  started  from."    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 

"Page  155,  Table  15,  we  need  a  table  like  this  for  RFQ  figures,  along  with  the 
Main  Program."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"This  big  increase  in  office  and  retail  stores  [compared  to  the  RFQ]  greatly 
pushes  auto  and  transit  congestion  even  beyond  the  current  intolerable 
levels.    The  big  increase  in  parking,  over  2,500  spaces,  also  greatly  expands 
auto  congestion.    And  such  an  increase  in  this  location  is  in  direct  conflict 
with  City  policies  to  keep  parking  out  of  this  area,  your  own  Planning 
Commission  policies,  and  to  emphasize  transit  access  to  downtown.  The 
'transit  first'  policy  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco."    (Richard  Gryziec) 
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RESPONSE 

The  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ)  served  as  a  statement  of  general 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  a  brochure  to  attract 
potential  developers  for  the  YBC  Central  Blocks.    It  was  never  meant  to 
function  as  a  development  plan.    Certain  criteria  set  forth  in  the  RFQ, 
such  as  building  coverage  (open  space)  and  height  and  bulk  restrictions 
have  become  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  guidelines  for  the  Central 
Blocks  portion  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  but  do  not 
constitute  a  complete  land  use  plan.    The  RFQ  recommended  "an  overview  of 
the  type  and  amounts  of  land  uses  that  could  be  accommodated  in  a 
physically  integrated  development  program"  (RFQ,  p.  5), 

This  "overview"  established  the  general  foundations  on  which  the  developer 
was  selected,  and  on  which  negotiations  with  the  developer  were  begun. 
The  Main  Program  and  its  variants  were  chosen  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
as  the  most  densely  developed  use  program  likely  to  come  out  of  these 
negotiations.    The  RFQ  reflected  Redevelopment  Agency  policy  as  of  April 
1980,  and  may  not  be  consistent  with  current  Agency  policy. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Main  Program  and  the  RFQ  cannot  be  directly 
compared.    It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Main  Program  encompasses 
proposed  land  uses  for  al 1  of  YBC.    The  RFQ,  on  the  other  hand,  was 
concerned  only  with  land  uses  on  Central  Block  1,  Central  Block  2  and 
portions  of  Central  Block  3. 

The  Main  Program  consists  of  a  "worst-case",  or  maximum  likely  development 
scenario  for  the  site.    Office  space  proposed  for  CB-1  under  the  Main 
Program  is  90,000  sq.  ft.  greater  than  the  maximum  presented  in  the  RFQ. 
In  addition,  the  Main  Program  proposed  700  more  hotel  rooms  for  CB-1  than 
the  maximum  presented  in  the  RFQ.    The  RFQ  establishes,  and  the  Main 
Program  meets  or  exceeds,  minimum  desired  development  programs  for  retail, 
entertainment,  and  cultural  uses  on  CB-1,  2,  and  3.    The  RFQ  did  not 
include  any  parking  requirements,  except  to  limit  parking  on  CB-1  to  7%  of 
gross  building  area  (RFQ,  p.  19).    The  worst-case  parking  analyzed  on  CB-1 
for  the  Main  Program  (950  spaces)  is  based  on  Redevelopment  Plan  (and  City 
Planning  Code)  requirements  of  7%  of  gross  building  area  for  office, 
retail,  and  cultural  uses:    one  space  for  every  four  dwelling  units;  and 
one  space  for  every  16  hotel  rooms.    The  Main  Program  is  consistent  with 
all  other  permitted  and  desired  development  programs  for  CB-1,  2,  and  3, 
as  described  on  p.  19  of  the  RFQ. 
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LAND  USE  AND  LAND  USE  DESIGNATIONS 


Role  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan 
COMMENTS 

"It  is  not  sufficient  to  loosely  refer  to  the  Plan  as  an  amalgum  of 
Alternative  A,  Alternative  B,  and  changes  discussed  in  YBC  Supplement  #1." 

"Nowhere  in  the  Draft  EIR  is  there  any  description  of  what  the  currently 
adopted  Redevelopment  Plan  specifically  incorporates.    The  'Main  Program' 
proposed  in  this  Draft  EIR  has  several  new  elements  which  distinguish  it  from 
the  existing,  adopted  Plan,  including  major  increases  in  parking  uses, 
'cultural'  uses  and  hotel  uses. 

"In  order  to  clarify  to  the  public  the  major  areas  in  which  the  'Main  Program' 
differs  from  the  presently  adopted  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  to  clearly 
distinguish  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  'Main  Program'  from  those  of  the 
currently  adopted  Plan,  we  therefore  request  that: 

0     the  presently  adopted  Redevelopment  Plan  be  described,  on  a  block-by-block 
basis  and  total  basis  in  the  same  format  as  the  four  Alternatives 
(pp.  35-37,  p.  S-8), 

0     the  presently  adopted  Redevelopment  Plan  be  analyzed  on  the  same  basis  as 
the  Alternatives, 

0     a  table  be  included  which  summarizes  and  compares  the  impacts  of  the 
presently  adopted  Plan  and  the  Main  Program,  side-by-side. 

"The  currently  adopted  Plan,  because  it  is,  in  fact,  'the  Plan'  should  be 
well-defined  and  well-analyzed.    The  EIR  is  meant  to  be  a  tool  to  aid 
decision-makers  and  the  public  in  understanding  the  consequences  associated 
with  any  decision  to  modify  the  currently  authorized  Redevelopment  Plan. 
Therefore,  the  present  Plan  and  the  Main  Program  must  be  clearly  delineated, 
to  permit  the  decision-makers  to  fully  comprehend  the  implications  of 
modifying  the  current  Plan."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Nowhere  in  the  Draft  EIR  Supplement  is  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  referred 
to  as  an  arrangement  of  Alternatives  A,  B  and  the  First  YBC  Supplement. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency's  Tentative  Proposal  (described  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
pp.  58  and  60-61)  is  described  as  having  components  of  Alternatives  A  and 
B.    The  Tentative  Proposal  is  not  the  same  as  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan, 
and  is  not  considered  as  an  Alternative  in  this  EIR  Supplement. 
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The  current  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  as  ammended  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  November,  1981,  is  not  a  specific  program  or  project.  It 
does  not  contain  a  list  of  allowable  square  footages  for  each  use  on  each 
YBC  block.    It  is  a  set  of  guidelines,  and  policies  similar  to  the  City 
Planning  Code,  but  applicable  only  to  YBC,  and,  as  such,  sets  parameters 
for  development  within  its  jurisdiction.    Both  the  City  Planning  Code  and 
the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  use  these  development  parameters  to  "guide, 
control  and  regulate  future  growth  and  development  in  accordance  with"  a 
set  of  overall  objectives  for  the  area  (City  Planning  Code,  Section 
101(a)).    As  described  on  pp.  56  and  58  of  the  EIR,  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Plan  allows  development  consistent  with  Downtown  Office,  Downtown  Retail, 
Downtown  Support  and  Housing  districts,  as  well  as  a  "Special  Use" 
district  (permits  exhibit  hall  and  hotel  uses,  among  other  uses).  The 
Redevelopment  Plan  contains  lists  of  permitted  uses,  building  heights  and 
floor  area  ratios  (the  maximum  amount  of  building  floor  area  per  unit  of 
lot  land  surface  area)  for  each  district.    The  planning  district  locations 
are  shown  in  Figure  10,  p.  59  of  the  EIR.    The  proposed  Main  Program  and 
its  variants  are  consistent  with  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan;  nothing  in 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  have  to  be  modified  to  permit  the  Main 
Program  or  its  variants  to  be  developed. 

Alternative  D  was  chosen  for  analysis  in  the  YBC  FEIR  to  be  representative  of 
the  maximum  allowable  build-out  of  all  uncommitted  parcels  in  YBC  under 
existing  zoning  laws.    Although  the  Redevelopment  Plan  was  assumed  to  be 
revoked  in  this  case,  Alternative  D  would  be  consistent  with  the  Plan.  A 
comparison  of  Alternative  D  and  the  Main  Program,  presented  in  Table  2, 
pp.  35-37  of  the  EIR,  shows  that,  overall.  Alternative  D  (containing  about 
13.7  million  sq.  ft.  of  total  development)  is  a  more  intense  development  plan 
for  YB"  than  is  the  Main  Program  (about  9.2  million  sq.  ft.  of  total 
development).    The  Main  Program,  its  variants  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
are  only  few  of  many  development  scenarios  which  would  be  consistent  with  the 
Redevelopment  Plan.    The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  has  been  incorporated  by 
reference  into  this  EIR  (p.  56),  pursuant  to  State  CEQA  Guidelines, 
Section  15140. 


The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code 
COMMENTS 

"It  is  a  critical  matter  of  honest  disclosure  that  the  changes  in  the  City 
Planning  Code  and  Commission  Guidelines  adopted  since  August  13,  1979,  be 
specifically  identified  and  enumerated.    There  are  now  major  differences 
between  the  Agency's  standards  and  City  Planning's,  and  the  discussion  on 
P.  115  re:  zoning  'cover-up'  this  inconsistency.    This  includes  but  is  not 
limited  to  now-standard  provisions  in  City  Planning's  project  approval 
resolutions  regarding  the  Office/Housing  Production  Program,  a  possible 
transit  impact  fee/assessment  district,  etc.  A  clear  legal  inadequacy  here." 
(David  Jones) 

"Does  the  EIR  anywhere  tell  how  the  Main  Program  differs  from  City  Planning 
guidelines,  although  Redevelopment  doesn't  have  to  conform,  I  think  we  ought 
to  have  discussion  of  differences,  if  there  are  any."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
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RESPONSE 

The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  3,  1979,  incorporated  the  entire 
City  Planning  Code  (except  bulk  restrictions)  in  force  at  the  time.  A 
list  of  "Amendments  to  City  Planning  Code  Since  1979"  indicates  only  one 
change  which  might  be  applicable  to  the  project:    Code  Section  126(e), 
which  limits  development  bonuses  until  March  1,  1983;  under  these  Interim 
Controls,  development  bonuses  may  be  used  only  for  hotel  and  residential 
development.    However,  the  Section  states,  "The  controls  shall  not  apply 
to  any  Redevelopment  Project  Area  for  which  a  Redevelopment  Plan  has 
heretofore  been  adopted."    Consequently,  the  Verba  Buena  Project  is  exempt 
from  the  Interim  Controls.    A  comparison  between  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
and  the  City  Planning  Code,  as  well  as  a  discussion  of  the  conformance  of 
the  Main  Program  to  the  City  Planning  Code,  are  contained  on  pp.  115-116 
of  the  EIR. 

The  guidelines  set  forth  in  the  Revised  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
(GDD),  July  1982,  are  at  present  only  suggested  for  discussion  and  do  not 
have  the  force  of  law.    Conformance  to  this  document,  or  to  any  other  City 
policies,  such  as  the  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP),  may  or  may 
not  be  required  of  developers  as  mitigation  measures  as  a  condition  of 
project  approval.    Developers  in  YBC  would  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Number  224-81  (if  upheld  in  court),  which 
levies  a  one-time  transit  assessment  on  new  downtown  office  development 
(see  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  214).    Compliance  of  the  Main  Program 
with  City  parking  policies  is  discussed  in  the  Response  to  City  Parking 
Policy,  p.  C&R-122,  and  on  p.  161  of  the  EIR.    It  is  likely  that  the  Main 
Program  would  comply  with  the  Office  /  Housing  Production  Program  (see  the 
Response  to  "TOOR"  Housing,  p.  C&R-56) 

Inclusion  of  Cultural  Uses  in  the  Main  Program 


COMMENTS 

"One  of  the  impacts  the  cultural  uses  would  have,  especially  on  CB-2,  is 
increasing  a  sense  of  neighborhood  identity.    The  aesthetics  is  perhaps  the 
most  positive  expression  of  the  human  environment;  the  finest  possible 
cultural  realization,  expressive  of  what  the  San  Francisco  arts  community  has 
to  offer,  could  play  a  major  role  in  making  Verba  Buena  Center  desirable  to 
all  concerned." 

"The  Summary  states  that  'the  Main  Program  differs  from  the  alternatives 
primarily  in  cultural  uses....'  (etc.)    If  there  is  a  substantive  difference 
between  alternatives,  it  should  be  described."    (Meg  Madden) 

"The  table  on  S-8:  is  it  correct  that  none  of  the  alternatives  had  a  cultural 
component?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
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RESPONSE 

In  order  to  reflect  the  impacts  of  the  cultural  uses  on  CB-2,  the 
following  sentence  is  added  to  the  fifteenth  line  of  the  first  paragraph 
on  p.  104:    "The  cultural  uses  could  act  as  focal  points  for  neighborhood 
and  City  identity  and  pride,  particularly  if  the  cultural  uses  encourage 
community  volunteer  involvement." 

None  of  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  had  a  cultural  component. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  on 
p.  S-7  to  clarify  the  differences  between  the  Main  Program  and  the 
Alternatives:    "The  Main  Program  has  more  total  floor  area  of  the  first 
three  uses  listed  than  do  any  of  the  ^BC  FEIR  Alternatives,  and  less  total 
floor  area  of  the  latter  two  uses  than  do  any  of  the  Alternatives." 

Beneficial  Effects  of  Housing  Proposed  for  CB-2 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  108,  additional  statements  could  be  added  regarding  the  additional 
vitality  and  life  which  housing  on  CB-2  will  contribute  to  the  project; 
especially  in  the  evenings.    Furthermore,  housing  on  CB-2  will  contribute  to  a 
more  personalized  element  to  the  neighborhood,  making  it  less  institutional." 
(Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  sense  of  community  and  neighborhood,  and  the  other  impacts  of  housing 
on  CB-2  are  discussed  in  the  first  and  third  paragraphs  of  p.  108  of  the 
EIR,  in  the  Land  Use  Impacts  section.    The  discussion  on  p.  108  mentions 
the  housing's  contribution  to  security  and  neighborhood  identity  in 
general  terms,  primarily  because  the  beneficial  effects  of  this  housing 
would  depend  largely  on  the  character  of  its  inhabitants.    It  sometimes 
happens  that  residents  of  housing  in  Downtown  areas  avoid  interaction  with 
neighbors  and  choose  to  remain  isolated.    This  could  be  a  reaction  to  a 
perceived  loss  of  privacy  due  to  sharing  a  building  with  many  others, 
addition.  Downtown  market-rate  housing,  typically  occupied  by  one  or  mor 
working  adults,  would  tend  to  be  vacated  most  of  the  day  and  sometimes  on 
weekends,  contributing  little  to  the  "vitality"  and  "life"  of  the 
housing.    Making  a  neighborhood  "less  institutional"  would  involve  trust, 
establishing  friendships,  and  developing  neighborhood  awareness.  Although 
this  could  be  facilitated  by  building  design  (such  as  constructing 
gathering  or  common  areas  for  residents),  the  occurrence  of  a 
"personalized"  neighborhood  cannot  reliably  be  projected. 
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Uses  Complementiifej  the  Convention  Center 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  104,  it  is  not  clear  how  the  cultural  and  retail  spaces  or  the 
underground  ballroom  and  exhibit  spaces  complement  the  Convention  Center." 
(Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  cultural  and  retail  spaces  would  complement  the  Convention  Center  by 
providing  additional  services  to  tourists  and  conventioneers.  The 
underground  ballroom/exhibit  room  would  likely  be  associated  with  the 
hotel  proposed  for  CB-1  and  would  serve  conventions  headquartered  at  the 
hotel.    It  is  customary  for  a  large  convention  hotel  to  have  ballroom  and 
exhibit  space.    An  example  of  this  is  the  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel. 
This  space  could  be  a  competing  use,  which  could  attract  some  business 
which  might  otherwise  use  the  Convention  Center.    However,  it  could  also 
serve  as  overflow  space  for  large  conventions  with  too  many  simultaneous 
functions  to  be  accommodated  solely  by  the  Convention  Center. 


CB-1  Development  Density 
COMMENT 

"Central  Block  1  is  getting  rather  overcrowded,  it's  overloaded." 
(Jack  Morrison) 

RESPONSE 

The  purpose  of  an  EIR  is  to  describe  the  environmental  impacts  of  a 
project,  and  general ly_not  to  make  judgments  on  the  merits  of  the 
project.    The  density  of  the  proposed  development  for  CB-1  is 
acknowledged,  however,  in  the  Project  Description  section  of  the  EIR.  The 
first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  39  states:    "CB-1  would  be  the 
most  intensively  developed  block  in  YBC  under  the  Main  Program." 

This  high  density  development  would  be  offset  by  the  planned  60%  open 
space  on  CB-2  and  40%  open  space  on  CB-3.    In  addition,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  development  density  proposed  for  CB-1  under  the  Main  Program  is 
comparable  to  that  under  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  A  and  D.    The  Main  Program 
would  have  about  2.086  million  sq.  ft..  Alternative  A,  2.196  million  sq. 
ft.,  and  Alternative  D,  2.076  million  sq.  ft.  (see  Table  2,  p.  35).  Since 
CB-1  under  the  Main  Program  includes  the  49  Fourth  St.  GSA  Bldg.  site  and 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  do  not,  the  Main  Program  has  an  additional 
48,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  surface  area  on  CB-1  to  accommodate  the  proposed 
development. 
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Office  Projects  East  of  YBC 
COMMENT 

"P. 52,  discussion  of  the  'eastern  subarea'  should  specify  the  approximate 
total  square  footage  of  the  'eighteen  office  projects'  referred  to." 
(David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  third  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  52  of  the  EIR  is  revised 
as  follows:    "Nineteen  office  projects,  containing  approximately 
5.76  million  gross  sq.  ft.,  are  currently  (as  of  August  1982)  under 
construction,  approved  or  proposed  in  this  growth  district." 


Neighborhood-Serving  Retail  Commercial  Uses  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Locate  a  supermarket  with  parking  facilities  on  Parcel  7  [SB-2,  northeastern 
corner  of  Fourth  and  Harrison  Sts.]  ..Require  neighborhood  oriented  retail 
space...  at  the  street  level  of  any  development  on  the  present  site  of  the 
union  gas  station  at  Fourth  and  Folsom  Streets  [WB-3]."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Neighborhood-oriented  retail  space  is  covered  in  the  second  mitigation 
measure  on  p.  206  of  the  EIR,  and  in  the  first  mitigation  measure  on 
p.  207  of  the  EIR.    The  following  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  first 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  207  to  include  the  suggestions  of  the  Commentor 
as  examples  for  implementation  of  the  measures: 

Sites  recommended  by  community  groups  (South  of  Market  Coalition, 
March  1981,  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Neighborhood  Plan)  for  development 
of  resident-serving  retail  uses  include  the  southwestern  corner  of 
SB-2  for  a  supermarket  and  parking  and  the  southeastern  corner  of 
WB-3.    The  southwestern  corner  of  SB-2  would  be  Retail  and  Parking 
with  the  Main  Program  (see  Figure  8,  p.  38).    The  southeastern  corner 
of  WB-3  is  occupied  by  the  Union  Gas  Station,  which  is  proposed  to 
remain  under  the  Main  Program. 


Small  Affordable  Commercial  Space  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"On  page  206,  under  additional  mitigation  measures,  it  talks  about  the  agency 
would  endeavor  to  make  small  affordable  commercial  space  available.    I'd  like 
to  know  what  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  determination  is  for  'small'.  I'd 
also  like  to  know  what  their  determination  is  for  'affordable'..." 
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"  I'd  like  some  idea  as  to  whether  this  small  and  affordable  retail  space 

is  going  to  be  spread  throughout  the  YBC  or  is  it  going  to  be  just  stuck  in  a 
small,  insignificant  place  altogether."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  mitigation  measure  on  p.  206  is  revised  to  be  more  specific: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  developers  to  endeavor 
to  make  small-scale  retail  uses  (not  to  exceed  2,000  square  feet  per 
establishment)  conveniently  available  to  meet  the  shopping,  service 
and  eating  needs  of  downtown  workers  and  residents.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  developers  to  price  these  small 
retail  spaces  to  be  affordable  to  local  San  Francisco  businesses. 

The  definition  of  2,000  square  feet  per  "small-scale  retail  use"  is 
consistent  with  that  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning' s  July,  1982, 
Revised  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  p.  18.    What  would  be  affordable  to 
local  San  Francisco  businesses  would  depend  on  market  conditions  at  the 
time  of  project  completion. 

The  placement  of  the  small  and  affordable  retail  space  cannot  be 
determined  until  project  plans  become  more  specific  and  concrete  than  they 
are  currently.    The  phrase  "conveniently  available"  in  the  amended  measure 
above  allows  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  developer  some  flexibility 
in  project  design,  while  providing  that  the  small  affordable  retail  space 
would  not  be  placed  in  an  "insignificant"  or  out-of-the  way  location. 


VISUAL  ASPECTS 


Photographs  of  the  Current  Setting 
COMMENT 

"The  lack  of  photographs  of  those  areas  which  have  been  altered  by  development 
since  the  compilation  of  the  FEIR  is  a  major  omission,  including  WB-1,  WB-2, 
WB-3,  SB-2,  and  EB-3;  the  cover  photograph  is  obviously  insufficient." 
(David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

Since  photographs  of  the  setting  existing  in  1978  were  not  provided  in  the 
YBC  FEIR,  a  photographic  update  would  have  little  contextual  sense  in  this 
Supplement.  The  cover  photograph  shows  the  view  of  CB-1  and  CB-2  from  the 
entrance  to  the  Convention  Center.  The  following  is  inserted  after  the 
first  sentence  on  p.  62  of  the  EIR  to  indicate  that  additional  photographs 
of  YBC  have  been  taken  and  are  available  to  the  public:  "Photographs  of 
all  of  YBC  were  taken  during  December,  1981,  and  are  on  file,  with  a  map 
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indicating  the  view  direction  of  each  photo,  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor."    The  large  number  of  these 
photographs  (23)  preclude  their  being  reproduced  in  the  EIR.    The  visual 
setting  of  YBC  is  described  on  pp.  62-64. 


Visual  Representation  of  the  Main  Program 
COMMENTS 

"...it's  hard  to  visualize  what  the  project  is  going  to  end  up  looking  like. 
...I  think  it  would  have  been  possible  for  someone  to  come  up  with  some 
tentative  visual,  so  that  we  get  some  idea  of  what  it  might  require." 
(Commissioner  Nakashima) 

"For  a  comprehensible  visual/land  use  setting  summary,  reproduction  of  the 
axonometric  drawing  of  the  YBC  area  showing  completed  development  which  has 
already  been  prepared  by  the  developer  Olympia  &  York  would  be  an  easy  and 
very  valuable  addition  to  the  Supplement." 

"The  prose  description  of  the  development  under  the  Main  Program  and  Variants 
is  impossible  to  comprehend.    As  requested  in  l.B.  above,  use  of  the 
axonometric  diagram  prepared  by  developer  Olympia  &  York  to  illustrate  this 
section  is  essential.    Little  additional  work  would  be  required  to  distinguish 
the  Variants  from  the  Main  Program.    It  can  and  must  be  clearly  stated  that 
the  axonometric  is  a  representation  rather  than  an  actual  proposed  design  of 
the  elements  of  the  Program  and  Variants,  but  this  is  vital  in  order  to 
understand  the  relative  differances  in  bulk,  view  blockage,  etc.,  which  are 
discussed  in  the  text. 

"General  configuration  of  proposed  projects,  including  the  National  Maritime 
Union,  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments,  Mendelsohn  House,  'Taylor-Woodrow'  project, 
and  Forth/Folsom  Sts.  project,  are  available  and  can  be  incorporated  in  the 
axonometric  to  make  it  as  accurate  as  reasonably  possible." 

"P. 116-120,  the  discussion  of  visual  impacts  is  inadequate  because  it  is 
limited  to  prose  and  because  it  omits  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  of 
other  downtown  San  Francisco  projects  in  conjunction  with  YBC  development. 

"Other  development  project  EIR's  now  routinely  provide  graphic  representations 
of  proposed  project's  impacts  superimposed  on  photographs  of  the  general 
downtown  area  from  a  variety  of  viewponts,  and  including  all  projects  approved 
or  under  active  consideration  but  not  yet  built  as  well  as  the  proposed 
project.    Such  analysis  is  vital  for  the  Supplement,  including  views  from  the 
Lick  Freeway  from  the  southwest  and  the  Bay  Bridge  from  the  southeast.  Nob 
Hill  and  Potrero  Hill,  and  locally  from  the  roof  of  the  Moscone  Center  as  well 
as  a  'typical'  residential  unit  at  the  sixth-eight  floor  level  along  Folsom 
St.    All  this  is  critical  information  in  review  of  the  Variants  and  its 
omission  is  unprofessional."    (David  Jones) 

"The  average  person  cannot  be  expected  to  understand  the  proposed  development 
in  the  existing  context.    The  supplement's  written  description  is  confusing. 
Visual  aids  are  badly  needed." 
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"There  is  literally  no  updating  of  both  the  1982  'setting'  and  the  proposed 
'main  program'  and  'variants'  in  visual  graphic  terms.    Information  on  the 
design  of  projects  approved  since  1978  or  now  in  design  is  readily  available. 
Current  photographs  with  overlays  of  proposed  development  are  simple  to 
prepare  and  incorporate.    (John  Elberling) 

"Page  25.    The  description  of  the  project  and  alternatives  should  include  more 
detailed  schematic  drawings  of  the  alternatives  now  being  evaluated  by  the 
Agency  that  were  the  subject  of  the  October  6,  1981  hearings.    The  vague 
description  of  these  alternatives,  limited  to  colored  maps  of  proposed  land 
uses  and  lists  of  proposed  square  feet  of  building  space  is  insufficient  for 
the  public  to  determine  the  nature  of  the  physical,  architectural  and 
aesthetic  impacts  of  the  proposal  or  the  alternatives." 

"Page  116-119.  This  section  should  be  expanded  significantly  to  include  more 
specific  architectural  design  plans  of  the  proposal,  presented  by  Olympia  and 
York  in  October  1981."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  "Gardens"  portion  (CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program,  which 
would  be  the  bulk  of  the  new  development  of  YBC,  is  still  undergoing  major 
building  placement,  density  and  design  revisions.    The  exact  square 
footage  of  each  use  has  not  yet  been  determined.    Development  of  some  of 
the  other  blocks  is  in  an  even  earlier  planning  stage,  and  thus  the  uses 
and  square  footages  analyzed  in  this  Supplement  are  only  the  most  likely 
"worst-case"  floor  areas.    These  floor  areas  and  their  approximate 
locations,  however,  are  sufficient  to  analyze  all  use-related  project 
environmental  impacts,  including  land  use,  socio-economic,  community 
service,  transportation,  air  quality,  noise,  energy  and  historic 
preservation  impacts.    Only  those  impacts  related  to  building  design 
(visual,  wind  and  shadow  impacts)  will  require  further  analysis.  Ongoing 
negotiations  between  Olympia  and  York  (0.&  Y.)  and  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  continue  to  produce  frequent  changes  to  each  party's  design 
concepts  for  the  project.    The  outcome  will  not  be  determined  until 
sometime  just  prior  to  the  release  of  a  draft  land  disposition  and 
development  agreement,  now  expected  to  occur  in  1983.    At  that  time  a 
public  hearing  will  be  held  and  the  public  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  project  use  square  footages  and  massings. 

An  axonometric  drawing  of  the  "preferred  design  concept,"  the  "Esplanade" 
without  housing  on  CB-2,  prepared  by  0.&  Y.,  and  referred  to  by  several  of 
the  commentors,  is  added  to  the  text  after  p.  7  as  Figure  lA.  The 
parenthetical  reference,  "(see  Figure  lA)"  is  added  at  the  end  of  the 
fourth  sentence  in  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  7.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  indicated  preference  for  this  "Esplanade"  design  concept 
at  its  meeting  of  October  6,  1981.    The  Commission  witheld  judgment  as  to 
whether  or  not  housing  should  be  provided  on  CB-2;  the  "Esplanade"  design 
concept  is  shown  in  Figure  lA  without  housing  because  that  is  consistent 
with  what  is  proposed  for  the  Main  Program  on  CB-2.    The  Commission  stated 
that  its  preference  for  the  "Esplanade"  design  concept,  which  was  to 
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undergo  refinement  through  ongoing  negotiations,  was  meant  as  general 
guidance  to  0  &  Y  and  Agency  staff,  and  was  not  intended  to  be  an  approval 
of  a  specific  design  concept  (see  pp.  5-7  of  the  EIR).    Figure  lA, 
therefore,  represents  conceptual  building  massings  (not  "specific 
architectural  design  plans")  under  consideration  on  October  6,  1981.  It 
does  not  represent  building  placements  or  massings  currently  in 
negotiation,  and  might  not  approximate  the  design  that  is  finally  approved. 

Since  no  specific  designs  of  negotiated  positions  are  available,  it  is  not 
possible  to  present  graphics  expressing  these  designs.    Inclusion  of 
graphics  of  interim  designs  that  would  be  outdated  by  the  time  the  Final 
EIR  was  published  would  lead  to  public  comment  on  a  superceded  interim 
design. 


Views  of  the  Back  of  the  Moscone  Center 
COMMENT 

"P. 49,  CB-3  discussion  omits  the  negative  visual  impact  of  the  loading  dock 
now  completed  in  the  Moscone  Center  on  Folsom  St.  near  Third  St.    This  may 
affect  design  of  development  on  the  opposite  side  of  Folsom  St."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  existing  loading  dock  in  the  rear  of  the  Moscone  Center,  on  Folsom  St. 
near  Third  St.  is  of  the  same  scale  and  basic  appearance  as  the  rest  of 
the  Moscone  Center's  Folsom  frontage.    It  has  less  vegetative  cover,  but 
is  recessed  further  from  the  street  than  other  portions  of  this  frontage. 
The  loading  dock  does  not  appear  to  be  a  prominent  feature  of  the  rear  of 
the  convention  center,  and  would  not  affect  the  design  of  buildings  nearby 
any  more  than  would  other  visible  features  of  the  convention  center  (such 
as  the  roof  and  air  conditioning  vents). 

The  American  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company's  Long  Lines  Bldg.  is 
opposite  the  western  half  of  this  block.    The  design  of  developments 
opposite  the  eastern  part  of  the  block  would  take  the  loading  dock  and 
general  appearance  of  the  rear  of  the  convention  center  into  account. 

Mention  of  the  loading  dock  is  added  to  the  EIR  on  p.  49,  second  full 
paragraph,  last  sentence,  which  is  revised  as  follows: 

Portions  of  the  lobby,  roof,  and  ventilation  vents,  as  well  as  the 
rear  loading  dock,  are  visible  to  pedestrians  in  the  area. 


C&R-20 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Visual  Aspects 

Views  from  Dimasalang  House 
COMMENT 

"In  the  discussion  of  impacts  of  the  development  of  the  Mendelsohn  House  site 
on  views  from  Dimasalang  House,  preliminary  architectural  design  work  now  in 
progress  has  identified  no  design  alternative  under  the  project's  severe  cost 
constraints  which  will  be  able  to  avoid  blocking  these  northward  views  except 
through  the  axis  of  former  Alice  St.  However,  the  designs  under  preparation 
all  maintain  a  low-rise  structure  directly  across  the  former  Shipley  St.  from 
Dimasalang  House,  with  a  nine-story  structure  located  along  Folsom  St.  This 
orientation  is  intended  to  maximize  the  privacy  of  the  residential  units  in 
both  developments,  as  well  as  to  provide  a  more  attractive  view  for  Dimasalang 
residents.    It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  proposed  adjacent  community 
gardens,  shown  as  an  "institutional  use"  in  the  Supplement,  will  provide  an 
eastward-looking  'window'  for  Dimasalang  House  residents,  and  a 
southward-looking  'window'  for  residents  of  the  proposed  Mendelsohn  House  and 
the  housing  development  identified  for  the  southwest  corner  of  Third  and 
Folsom  Sts."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  to  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  119,  on  the 
seventh  line,  after  "...Folsom  St.": 

Preliminary  architectural  design  work  has  identified  no  design 
alternative  under  the  project's  cost  constraints  which  would  not 
block  northward  views  from  Dimasalang  House  except  through  the  former 
Alice  St.    The  proposed  community  gardens  (shown  as  an  "Institutional 
Use"  adjacent  to  Lapu  Lapu  St.  on  SB-2  in  Figure  8,  p. 38  of  the  EIR), 
east  of  Dimasalang  House,  would  provide  an  eastward  looking  'window' 
for  residents  of  Dimasalang  House  and  a  southward  looking  'window' 
for  residents  of  Mendelsohn  House,  and  the  housing  development 
proposed  for  the  southwest  corner  of  Third  and  Folsom  Sts./7/ 

The  sentence  starting  with  "Depending  on  the  design  and  layout..."  in  the 
seventh  line  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  119  is  deleted. 

Footnote  111  is  added  to  p.  121  to  read:    "Peter  Mendelsohn,  President, 
Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation,  letter  to  Thomas  Conrad, 
Chief,  Planning,  Housing  and  Programming,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,  dated  June  16,  1982." 


Reflective  Glass  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"Both  the  Supplement  and  the  FEIR  omit  discussion  of  the  negative  glare  impact 
of  the  use  of  highly  reflective  glass  near  housing  development.    The  Woolf 
House  Residents  Association  has  formally  protested  the  impact  of  the  recently 
developed  Verba  Buena  West  project  on  the  north  side  of  Woolf  House.  Required 
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mitigation  must  be  specified  that  will  prohibit  the  use  of  reflective  glass 
adjacent  to  existing  or  proposed  residential  sites  (or  'across  the  street'). 
The  use  of  such  glass  should  also  be  prohibited  on  the  roof  of  CB-3,  since  its 
glare  will  be  directed  over  a  very  wide  area  through  the  course  of  the  day. 
The  matter  of  reflective  glass  and  its  impacts  needs  a  full  discussion  in  the 
Supplement."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

"[One  controversial  issue  is]  the  problem  of  reflective  glass  in  the  design  of 
the  ...Verba  Buena  West  building,  which  has  been  constructed  across  the  street 
from  Woolf  House  ...It's  the  question  of  sun  glare  during  the  daytime,  and 
loss  of  privacy,  and  see  your  neighbor  if  their  shades  aren't  drawn  in  the 
apartment  right  next  to  you.    ...With  housing  surrounding  Central  Block  on  the 
west,  east,  and  south,  probably  it  should  not  be  used  there  at  all,  or  if  so, 
very  sparingly."    (John  Elberling) 

"P. 51,  WB-2  discussion  omits  the  major  visual  impact  of  the  large  expanse  of 
reflective  glazing  in  the  Verba  Buena  West  project.    This  impact  is 
controversial  and  considered  to  be  negative  by  some;  the  City  Planning 
Commission  has  a  current  policy  against  such  large  expanses  of  reflective 
glass  with  which  this  project  is  in  conflict,  as  should  be  noted  in  the 
Supplement."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  negative  impacts  of  glare  and  reflection  from  reflective  glass  are 
acknowledged  and  the  following  paragraph  is  inserted  between  the  first  and 
second  full  paragraphs  on  p.  119. 

The  use  of  reflective  glass  in  buildings  adjacent  to  any  of  the 
residential  units  could  constitute  an  adverse  visual  impact  to 
residents  of  these  units.    Woolf  House  residents  have  formally 
protested  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  the  glare  and  loss  of  privacy 
resulting  from  the  use  of  highly  reflective  glass  in  the  Verba  Buena 
West  project  immediately  across  Howard  St.  to  the  north.  City 
Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9212,  passed  Nov.  5,  1981, 
recommends  against  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  San  Francisco. 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  before  the  last  measure  on 
p.  206  of  the  EIR. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of 
reflective  glass  in  all  buildings  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street 
from  proposed  and  existing  residential  buildings  located  both  inside 
and  immediately  outside  the  VBC  Redevelopment  Area.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  also  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of 
reflective  glass  in  nonresidential  buildings  in  areas  where  it  is 
determined  during  the  course  of  design  review  that  adverse  impacts  on 
nearby  structures  or  open  areas  would  occur. 

Public  Fine  Art  Requirement  -  Mitigation 

COMMENT 

"Page  205,  Paragraph  2.  We  understand  that  ".  .  .  1%  of  construction  costs  of 
all  buildings  except  the  subsidized  housing  to  public  fine  arts  works,"  could 
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be  met  from  costs  incurred  in  the  construction  of  public  fine  arts  in  the 
Gardens  and  open  space  areas  of  the  project  rather  than  in  addition  to  such 
costs."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

Yes,  this  is  correct. 


Litter  Pickup  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  206,  Paragraph  5.  The  section  which  states  that  the  Agency  would 
consider  requiring  the  developer  of  the  central  blocks  to  provide  litter 
pickup  for  areas  within  and  adjacent  to  the  central  blocks  raises  questions 
relative  to  the  interpretation  of  "adjacent."    While  we  share  the  goal  of 
maintaining  an  attractive  appearance  within  YBG  [Verba  Buena  Gardens],  we 
anticipate  that  the  developer  of  the  central  blocks  would  provide  litter 
pickup  for  property  under  its  jurisdiction  and  other  property  owners  of 
'adjacent'  property  would  do  the  same."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  fourth  paragraph  under  "Suggested  Additional  Measures"  on  p.  206  of 
the  EIR  is  changed  to  read: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  of 
YBC  to  provide  litter  pick-up  for  areas  included  in  their  respective 
land  disposition  and  development  agreements  to  maintain  an  attractive 
appearance  within  YBC. 


RESIDENTS  AND  HOUSING  IN  THE  VICINITY  OF  YBC 


Families  West  of  YBC 
COMMENT 

"...there  are  families  in  that  area  (west  of  YBC),  and  it  ought  to  be  talked 
about."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  fourth  sentence  in  in  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  69.:    "Families  living  west  of  YBC  are  predominantly 
Filipino. /4/" 
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Services  for  "Squatters" 
COMMENT 

"...  if  the  agency  does  not  have  help  for  'squatters,'  in  quotes,  in  the  area, 
some  other  City  agency,  a  social  agency,  can  at  least  make  an  attempt.  This 
is  in  reference  to,  quote,  'squatters  occupying  some  of  the  area.'    And  that 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  is  not  responsible  for  what  happens  to  them. 
Otherwise,  they  will  be  forced  to  squat  elsewhere,  either  on  the  former 
Planning  Department  steps  at  Larkin  and  Grove,  and  we  have  enough  on  those 
steps,  or  Market  Street  doorways,  in  the  area  of  YBC.    It  seems  some  attempt 
by  the  City  is  in  order  or  at  least  consultation  on  the  problem.    Squatter  is 
a  matchless  word  for  homeless  indigents  with  social  problems." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Homeless  indigents,  comprised  of  unemployed  itinerants  as  well  as 
emotionally,  physically  or  mentally  handicapped  persons,  occupy  some  open 
and  partially  sheltered  areas  in  YBC.    This  population  appears  to  be  more 
concentrated  in  areas  west  of  YBC,  with  its  highest  concentrations  along 
Sixth  St.,  although  no  formal  counts  exist  that  document  its  numbers  by 
area.    The  transients  who  congregate  along  Sixth  St.  are  described,  based 
on  the  best  available  data,  on  p.  71  of  the  EIR.    The  indigent  population 
in  YBC  appears  to  be  less  than  in  1977-78,  when  the  YBC  FEIR  was  written. 
At  that  time  more  than  half  of  CB-2  contained  pits  formed  by  the  former 
basements  of  demolished  buildings.    Foundation  walls  remaining  standing 
below  street  level,  particularly  under  the  sidewalks  along  Mission  St., 
formed  cave-like  shelters,  many  of  which  were  inhabited  by  indigents,  YBC 
FEIR,  p.  68.    This  area  has  since  been  filled  and  leveled.  Construction 
of  the  Main  Program  or  any  other  YBC  development  could  displace  some  of 
the  indigents  who  have  chosen  to  remain.    Where  they  would  go  is  unknown, 
although  it  is  likely  that  they  would  migrate  toward  Sixth  St.    There  are 
over  25  social  service  agencies,  both  public  and  private,  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  YBC  and  the  area  west  of  YBC  that  offer  shelter,  food,  and 
other  care  for  indigents.    These  agencies,  and  the  services  they  provide, 
are  listed  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A-2,  p.  239-242.    It  is  likely  that  most, 
if  not  all,  of  these  services  experience  funding  constraints.    With  this 
in  mind,  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  third 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  207: 

Consideration  could  be  given  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  expanding  the  availability  of  City  General  Fund  grants 
under  their  control  for  use  by  public  and  private  agencies  giving  aid 
to  South  of  Market  indigents. 
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Housing  Near  YBC 
COMMENT 

"In  the  second  paragraph  [on  p.  52],  should,  again,  mention  east  of  YBC  the 
housing  that  is  planned  for  Rincon  Hill,  South  Park  housing,  also  housing 
planned  in  the  waterfront  area  South  of  Market  Street.    Also  [mention  the] 
housing  and  office  site  at  Second  and  Market  in  the  Bank  of  America  Hoffman 
Grill  project."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Rincon  Hill,  South  Park  and  the  waterfront  area  south  of  Market  Street  are 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  South  of  Market  study  areas  defined  on  p.  51 
of  the  EIR,  which  contain  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  most  likely  to 
be  affected  by  potential  development  pressures  associated  with  YBC.  As 
explained  in  footnote  /2/,  p. 64,  and  identified  in  SPUR's  South  of  Market 
Study,  the  James  Lick  Skyway  runs  "through  the  center  of  South  of  Market 
creating  a  physical  and  psychological  boundary."    Because  of  this  physical 
boundary,  development  in  YBC  is  likely  to  have  fewer  effects  on  land  uses 
south  of  the  Skyway  than  on  areas  immediately  adjacent  to  YBC  on  its  east 
and  west. 

The  residential  South  Park  area,  and  its  proximity  to  (and  possible 
interactions  with)  housing  proposed  for  the  Main  Program,  is  discussed  on 
the  bottom  of  p.  113  and  the  top  of  p.  114.    The  Rincon  Point  -  South 
Beach  Project  is  discussed  at  the  end  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on 
p.  114  and  at  the  end  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  115  as  one  area 
which  may  have  more  influence  on  development  patterns  south  of  the  James 
Lick  Freeway  than  would  YBC. 

The  housing  component  of  the  New  Montgomery  Place  project  (Bank  of 
America  /Hoffman  Grill  Project)  was  not  included  by  the  project  sponsor  in 
the  current  proposal  and  the  proposed  project  is  now  completely  office  and 
retail  space. 


Existing  Housing  Stock  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"P. 53,  discussion  of  the  'wood  frame  residences'  should  include  total  number 
of  such  units  in  the  subarea,  data  on  typical  rents,  and  household 
composition  -  this  data  is  available  from  the  Department  of  City  Planning." 
(David  Jones) 

"P^age  52,  a  discussion  about  housing  west  of  YBC  ought  to  be  described  as  low 
income."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
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RESPONSE 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  have  specific  and  consistently 
up-to-date  information, on  "wood  frame  residences"  in  the  area  south  of 
Market  St. /I/    The  Sanborn  Maps,  which  are  fire  insurance  maps  kept  by  the 
City  Assessor's  Office,  contain  structure-by-structure  information  on 
building  construction,  height,  access  and  proximity  to  fire  hydrants. 
These  maps,  first  made  in  the  late  1800's,  have  not  been  consistently 
updated,  and  although  largely  accurate,  are  not  completely  accurate.  A 
housing  condition  survey  was  done  by  the  Department  in  1972  that  focused 
on  building  code  violations  and  other  physical  housing  conditions.  This 
survey  did  not  include  information  on  type  of  construction,  and  neither 
this  survey  nor  the  Sanborn  Maps  include  information  on  rents  or  household 
composition. 

The  most  recent  and  comprehensive  data  regarding  rents  and  household 
composition  is  available  from  the  1980  Census.    The  Census,  however,  does 
not  disaggregate  residential  data  by  type  of  housing  construction.  Census 
tracts  176.01  and  178  encompass  the  western  subarea,  but  extend  beyond 
this  boundary  to  Eleventh  St.  (see  Figure  A-1,  p.  236  of  the  EIR). 

The  following  is  added  after  the  fourth  sentence  in  the  last  paragraph  on 
p.  52  of  the  EIR: 

1980  Census  tract  data  for  the  two  tracts  (176.01  and  178)  South  of 
Market  extending  west  of  YBC  (see  p.  68  for  a  discussion  of  the  use 
of  these  data)  indicate  that  the  median  monthly  rent  in  this  area  was 
about  $139  and  the  median  value  of  owner-occupied  dwellings  was  about 
$75,200  in  1980  (based  on  1980  U.S.  Census  data  for  tracts  176.01  and 
178).    Renter-occupied  dwellings  comprise  97.9%  of  the  total  occupied 
units  in  these  two  census  tracts.    Allowing  30%  of  gross  income  for 
rent,  a  monthly  rent  of  $139  would  require  an  annual  income  of  about 
$5,600.    The  Census  data  do  not  distinguish  between  types  of  rental 
unit  structures  (i.e.,    residential  hotels,  apartment  buildings  or 
smaller  wood-frame  rental  housing).    The  median  number  of  persons  per 
unit  in  tracts  176.01  and  178  was  about  1.2.    These  data  indicate 
that  the  bulk  of  the  population  in  the  western  sub-area  consists  of 
small,  households  whose  residences  may  be  classified  as  "low-income." 

The  next  sentence  after  this  insert,  beginning,  "The  larger  apartment 
buildings  .  .  .,"  becomes  the  beginning  of  a  new  paragraph. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  second  sentence  in  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  52:  "Housing  in  this  area  is  occupied  predominantly  by 
low-income  residents." 

Footnote 

/I/    Michael  Estrada,  Planner,  Department  of  City  Planning,  telephone 
communication,  September  10,  1982. 
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Real  Estate  Transactions  West  of  YBC 
COMMENT 

"32  parcels  of  land  out  of  a  hundred  and  sixty  were  chosen  at  random  to  take  a 
look  at  what  kind  of  movement  there  has  been  in  the  real  estate  down  there. 
And  the  conclusion  based  on  the  study  is  that  in  the  western  subareas, 
residential  and  neighborhood  serving  retail  properties  have  not  yet  been 
subject  to  speculation. . .That 's  the  conclusion  back  on  a  chart  that's  on 
page  57.    If  you  look  at  that  chart  and  look  at  the  bottom  figures  where  it 
says  number  of  transactions,  and  look  from  the  period  '77  to  '81,  you  see  that 
there  were  a  total  of  19  parcels  that  changed  hands  out  of  32.    That's  over  a 
50-percent  change  over.    And  it  seems  to  be  that  the  exact  opposite  conclusion 
has  to  be  reached.    If  those  figures  mean  anything,  which  it  could  very  well 
be  that  they  don't.    It  just  doesn't  seem  to  make  any  sense.    So  if  someone 
could  make  sense  out  of  it,  it  would  help  me  in  trying  to  muddle  through  this 
particular  EIR."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"P. 56,  discussion  of  'Sales  Trends'  glaringly  omits  the  corollary  information 
on  the  sales  prices  of  the  32  parcels,  and  the  increase  in  sales  prices  of 
those  properties  which  did  'turn  over'  in  the  period  reviewed.  This 
information  is  as  important  as  the  number  of  sales  if  not  more  so." 
(David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

Many  of  the  real  estate  transactions  included  in  Table  5,  p.  57  of  the  EIR 
are  not  strictly  sales,  but  also  include  other  forms  of  deed  transactions, 
such  as  inheritances,  and  changinn  deed  files  due  to  marriages  and 
divorces  and  credit  foreclosures.    Sales  values  are  not  comparable  for 
different  parcels;  only  parcels  that  were  sold  two  or  more  times  between 
1967  and  1981  would  reveal  meaningful  sales  price  increase  information. 
Of  the  32  randomly  selected  parcels,  four  were  sold  two  or  more  times 
during  the  15-year  period.    A  Fifth  St.  parcel  sold  in  1972  and  1979 
experienced  a  48%  price  increase  in  seven  years;  a  parcel  on  Clara  St., 
sold  in  1969  and  1977,  exhibited  a  667%  price  increase  in  eight  years.  A 
parcel  on  Natoma  St.  sold  twice  in  1968  increased  in  value  by  34%;  another 
parcel  on  Clara  St.  sold  five  times  between  1973  and  1977,  increasing  in 
price  by  665%  over  a  four-year  period.    No  definite  conclusions  can  be 
reached  from  these  data  alone,  because  the  data  base  is  limited. 

The  19  transactions  between  1977  and  1981  do  not  indicate  that  19  parcels 
changed  ownership.    Several  deed  transactions  occurred  on  a  single  parcel. 

The  analysis  on  pp.  56  and  57  of  the  EIR  is  not  intended  to  focus  on  the 
particular  number  of  transactions,  but  the  .trend  in  transactions.  The 
data  revealed  that  there  has  not  been  a  statistically  significant  increase 
in  the  transaction  rate  in  recent  years.    From  this  information,  it  seems 
unlikely  that  the  anticipation  of  YBC  development  is  causing  real  estate 
speculation  in  the  South  of  Market  area  studied. 
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Residential  Hotels  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"P. 52,  discussion  of  the  residential  hotels  in  the  western  subarea 
inaccurately  states  "no  residential  hotels  exist  on  Fifth  St.",  ignoring  the 
Oakwood  Hotel  between  Market  and  Mission.    Discussion  omits  disclosure  that 
since  the  completion  of  the  FEIR  the  Pickwick  Hotel  and  the  Verba  Buena  Hotel 
were  converted  from  partially  residential  to  completely  transient,  as  well  as 
omitting  the  reduction  of  residential  units  in  the  Victorian  Hotel  by  partial 
conversion  in  the  discussion  of  WB-1  on  P. 50.    Information  on  the  number  of 
residential  hotel  units,  number  of  vacant/condemned  units,  rental  rates  and 
other  relevant  data  is  readily  available  from  TODCO  and  should  be  included  in 
this  discussion."    (David  Jones) 

"RE:    (Setting)  Housing  Availability,  pg.  71:    discussion  of  loss  of 
residential  hotel  units  should  include  the  gradual  conversion  of  the  Victorian 
Hotel  on  WB-1  from  a  high-support  (meals,  maid  service)  residential  hotel  that 
was  100%  elderly  occupied  in  1978  to  a  presently  mixed-occupancy 
transient/residential  hotel,  less  than  30%  elderly  occupied,  with  reduced 
amenities  for  the  elderly  (meals  service  terminated  6/82)."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  of  p.  52  of  the  EIR  is  replaced 
with  the  following:    "One  residential  hotel  is  located  on  Fifth  St. 
(within  one  block  of  YBC)  and  25  are  clustered  around  Sixth  St.  According 
to  a  survey  conducted  by  the  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation 
(TODCO)  in  October,  1981,  there  are  70  hotels  South  of  Market  St.    Of  this 
total,  47  operated  on  a  monthly  or  weekly  basis  with  a  median  monthly  rent 
of  $185;  14  hotels  were  closed,  one  burned  by  fire.    Four  hotels  operated 
on  a  daily  basis  only,  and  four  others  were  in  the  process  of  remodeling 
or  being  converted  to  other  uses. /5a/" 

Footnote  /5a/  is  added  on  p.  64  as  follows:    "/5a/  "Hotel  Rent  Survey," 
Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation,  October,  1981."    The  status  of 
particular  hotels  is  included  in  the  TODCO  data. 

The  second  and  third  full  paragraphs  on  p.  71  of  the  EIR  discuss  trends  in 
residential  hotel  housing  availability  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.  This 
discussion  addresses  the  loss  of  permanent  residential  hotel  rooms  in  the 
entire  South  of  Market  area  due  to  conversion,  demolition  or  other 
reasons,  between  1975  and  1979.    The  Victorian  Hotel  at  54  Fourth  St.  was 
not  100%  elderly-occupied  in  1978,  but  was  "predominantly  occupied"  by 
long-term  residents  at  that  time  (Pacific  III  Apparel  Mart  Building  FEIR. 
EE  80.315,  March  26,  1981  ,  p.  194)"::    Nevertheless,  the  Victorian  Hotel  has 
undergone  some  conversion,  and  is  presented  as  an  example  of  this  trend 
with  the  addition  of  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  71:    "The  residential  hotel  nearest  YBC,  the  Victorian 
Hotel  at  54  Fourth  Street,  is  one  example  of  this  ongoing  trend;  since 
1978  this  hotel  has  gradually  converted  from  predominantly  residential 
(elderly-occupied)  to  30%  residential  and  70%  transient  rooms. /8/" 
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A  new  footnote  /8/  is  added  to  p.  72  to  read:    '78/  Pacific  III  Apparel 
Mart  Building  FEIR,  EE  80.315,  March  26,  1981,  p.  194;  and  John  Elberling, 
South  of  Market  Consortium,  letter  to  Thomas  Conrad,  Chief,  Planning, 
Housing  and  Programming,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  dated  July  6, 
1982. 


Effectiveness  of  Programs  to  Preserve  Low-Income  Housing  Stock  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"P. 112-113,  discussion  of  impact  of  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  is  inaccurate. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  City  BBI  has  been  given  allegations  of  violation  of 
the  ordinance  in  a  number  of  cases,  but  has  basically  ruled  these  'out  of 
order'  or  mooted  by  the  1981  revision  of  the  ordinance.    The  ordinance's 
effectiveness  is  certainly  a  matter  of  dispute  and  controversy  as  witnessed  by 
testimony  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  at  the  time  of  its  revision;  the 
Supplement  must  reflect  this  uncertainty  as  to  the  ordinances'  impact." 
(David  Jones) 

"On  page  71... it  is  explained  that  the  units  in  residential  hotels  that  are  in 
the  South  of  Market  are  protected  by  the  City's  hotel  demolition  and 
conversion  ordinance.    That  simply  isn't  true.    We  all  know  the  violations  of 
those  ordinances  are  heavy,  that  the  complaints  are  coming  in."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"P. 113,  discussion  of  conservation  of  residential  hotels  should  note  the 
limited  activity  of  City  programs  to  that  end  in  the  western  subarea  to  date." 

"P. 113,  discussion  of  impacts  on  low-income  apartments  should  note  the  general 
lack  of  currently-in-use  public  programs  intended  to  preserve  even  a  portion 
of  this  affordable  housing  stock." 

"The  potential  utilization  of  the  City's  Office/Housing  Production  Program  for 
residential  hotel  conservation  should  be  noted,  though  none  has  yet  been 
effectuated."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  inserted  before  the  first  full  sentence  on  p.  113  of  the 
EIR: 

Complaints  about  illegal  conversions,  however,  must  be  made  by 
residential  hotel  tenants.    Tenants  (typically  poor  or  elderly,  and 
sometimes  less  educated  than  the  general  public)  that  do  not  know 
their  legal  rights  or  are  intimidated  by  hotel  owners  may  not  report 
illegal  conversions.    Thus  some  conversions  may  occur  that  do  not 
appear  in  building  inspection  records.    The  effectiveness  of  the 
ordinance  has  been  the  subject  of  public  controversy. 

The  next  sentence  on  p.  113,  beginning  "In  the  long  run,  .  .  .",  becomes 
the  first  sentence  in  a  new  paragraph. 
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The  City  is  attempting  to  conserve  low-income  housing  in  the  South  of 
Market  area  through  its  Housing  Rehabilitation  Program  (CHRP).  The 
low-income  area  surrounding  YBC  has  been  designated  a  Neighborhood 
Improvement  Area  and  qualifies  for  assistance  under  the  program.  The 
program,  which  is  administered  by  the  Property  Conservation  Division,  has 
acquired  two  residential  hotels,  22  South  Park  and  102  South  Park  (both 
vacant).    It  has  also  acquired  a  six-unit  apartment  building,  670-674  Moss 
Street  (partially  vacant).    All  three  structures  were  acquired  through  the 
Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (TODCO)  and  their  ownership  has 
been  recently  transferred  to  the  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation. 
This  corporation  will  rehabilitate  (correct  building  code  deficiencies) 
and  operate  the  buildings  on  a  non-profit  basis  for  low-income  tenants. 
The  City-wide  commitment  has  been  $4  million  under  CHRP  for  1981-82;  an 
additional  $2  million  has  been  proposed  for  1983. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 
allows  office  developers  to  rehabilitate  residential  hotels  as  a  means  of 
obtaining  housing  credits  to  mitigate  housing  market  impacts  of  office 
projects.    Vacant  residential  hotels  that  are  rehabilitated  and  are 
provided  for  low-income  tenants  entitle  office  developers  to  multiple 
housing  credits.    The  City's  Office  of  Housing  and  Conmunity  Development 
(OHCD),  which  administers  the  OHPP,  has  suggested  this  option  to  office 
developers,  but  no  residential  hotels  have  been  rehabilitated  under  OHPP 
to  date. /I/ 

OHCD,  in  conjunction  with  the  City's  Property  Conservation  Department  of 
the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  also  provides  rehabilitation  assistance 
to  residential  hotel  owners.    The  Community  Housing  Rehabilitation 
Program,  funded  by  federal  block  grants,  secures  6%  interest,  lO-year 
loans  to  correct  San  Francisco  Housing  Code  deficiencies  for  hotel 
owners.    The  South  of  Market  area,  including  the  area  west  of  YBC,  has 
been  targeted  under  the  program  as  a  Neighborhood  Strategy  Area.    At  least 
51%  of  the  hotel  rooms  must  be  occupied  by  permanent,  low-income  residents 
(defined  as  income  less  than  80%  of  median  income,  or  less  than  $17,000 
for  a  one-person  household  and  $19,500  for  a  two-person  household).  A 
similar  program  was  operated  by  the  state,  but  San  Francisco's  allocation 
has  been  exhausted;  its  funding  status  for  1983  is  uncertain. /2/ 

Footnotes 

/I/    Based  on  a  telephone  communication  with  James  Shea,  Housing 
Specialist,  Office  of  Housing  and  Community  Development,  September  1,  1982. 

HI  Based  on  a  telephone  communication  with  Cleo  Tarazi,  Rehabilitation 
Coordinator,  OHCD,  October  14,  1982. 
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Costs  of  Residential  Hotel  Rehabilitation/Acquisition 
COMMENT 

"Portland,  Ore.  data  cited  is  out  of  date  and  not  applicable,  although  the 
cost-effectiveness  cited  is  still  valid.    Whereas  rehab  costs  may  run  from  a 
few  thousand  to  $10,000+  per  unit  (depending  on  seismic/structural  conditions 
which  vary  greatly  in  the  subarea),  the  cost  of  acquisition  of  hotels  @ 
$10,000  -  $20,000  per  unit  is  certainly  relevant."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  sentence  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  113  of  the  EIR  is 
replaced  with  the  following:    "For  example,  published  costs  have  ranged 
from  a  residential  hotel  in  Portland,  Oregon  that  was  rehabilitated  for 
about  $570  per  unit  in  1978,  to  1981  residential  hotel  rehabilitation 
project  in  Seattle,  Washington  that  cost  about  $21,000  per  unit.  These 
costs  compare  favorably  with  the  $50,000  to  $100,000  per-unit-cost  of  U.S. 
Department  of  Housing  (HUD)  Section  8  substantial  Rehabilitation/New 
Construction  programs. /3/" 

Footnote  /3/  is  added  to  p.  121  of  the  EIR  as  follows: 

/3/  Brad  Paul,  "Rehabilitating  Residential  Hotels,"  National  Trust 
for  Historic  Preservation,  1981. 

Due  to  seismic  safety  and  particular  building  code  provisions  in 

San  Francisco,  the  rehabilitation  of  residential  hotels  may  cost  more  in 

the  City  than  in  other  cities.    Nonetheless,  rehabilitation  of  most 

residential  hotels  could  be  a  cost-effective  means  of  providing  low-income 

housing. 


Social  Impacts  on  Entire  South  of  Market  Community 
COMMENT 

"We  don't  feel  that  it  goes  far  enough.    We  were  led  to  believe  that  when  this 
draft  EIR  was  completed  that  it  would  do  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  impact  on 
the  total  South  of  Market  area,  which  would  include  the  low-income  people 
residing  in  the  area... the  degree  of  impact  is  not  adequately  addressed  in  the 
EIR."    (Gene  Coleman) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  paragraph  on  p.  51  of  the  EIR,  and  footnote  HI  on  p.  64  describe 
those  areas  South  of  Market  most  likely  to  experience  indirect  economic 
effects  due  to  development  of  the  Main  Program  in  YBC,  and  why  those  area 
were  chosen  for  detailed  analysis.    Specific  effects  on  these  most 
vulnerable  areas  are  discussed  on  pp.  109-114  and  pp.  125-128.  Indirect 
economic  effects  on  the  rest  of  South  of  Market  are  discussed  generally  on 
pp.  113-115  of  the  EIR. 
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This  approach  is  in  keeping  with  CEQA's  Implementing  Guidelines, 
Section  15140(e),  which  states,  "The  EIR  should  discuss  environmental 
effects  in  proportion  to  their  severity  and  probability  of  occurrence." 


The  Lesbian  and  Gay  Community  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"The  Golden  Gate  Business  Association  has  approximately  650  members  comprised 
of  lesbian  and  gay  business  owners,  business  people  and  non-lesbian  and 
non-gay  friends  who  support  the  goals  of  our  organization,  to  wit,  better 
business  in  the  community.    A  good  number  of  our  members  and  friends  either 
live  or  do  business  in  the  area  reviewed  in  this  E.I.R..    We  are  of  the  firm 
belief  that  if  a  careful  study  of  this  area's  population  was  made  a 
significant  portion  of  those  doing  business  or  living  here  would  be  found  to 
be  either  lesbian  or  gay." 

"This  final  E.I.R.'s  lack  of  a  realistic  consideration  of  the  gay  and  lesbian 
presence  in  the  area  and  the  Report's  failure  to  define  the  project's  impact 
on  this,  and  other  communities,  brings  the  validity  and  thoroughness  of  this 
document  into  question," 

"I  am  interested  in  knowing  what  steps,  if  any,  will  be  made  to  determine  the 
lesbian  and  gay  presence  in  this  area;  what  the  impact  of  this  project  will  be 
on  this  community;  and,  what  steps,  if  any,  are  planned  to  mitigate  any 
negative  impact."    (Roger  S.  Gross) 

"I  believe  that  more  recent  information  would  show  that  there  is  a  much  larger 
group  of  single  males  now,  many  of  whom  are  much  younger  than  the  group  that 
was  measured  in  1970.    The  EIR  does  mention  on  page  69  that  according  to  the 
1970  census,  which  is  the  most  recent  data  that  they  use  is  that  the  largest 
population  South  of  Market  is  single  males.    Also  in  the  same  case  the  EIR 
mentions  that  gays,  transient's  and  artists  are  three  groups  there  who  are 
difficult  to  quantify,  because  they  simply  weren't  census  categories.  The 
fact  that  those  three  groups  did  not  constitute  census  categories  in  1970 
shouldn't  mean  that  the  gay  group,  in  particular,  as  well  as  the  other  two, 
are  not  significant  groups  who  live  south  of  Market  and  who  operate  businesses 
south  of  Market. . .There  is  simply  no  discussion  on  the  impact  of  this 
community  which  is  a  substantial  community." 

"No  mitigations  [for  impacts  of  YBC  on  the  gay  community  in  the  area]  are 
discussed." 

"It  [the  Project]  does  not  represent  anything  that  has  not  already  been 
planned  for  as  a  result  of  prior  demolition,  and  certainly  is  not  a  solution 
for  the  [housing]  demand  that  would  be  created  by  the  office  space  or  in  the 
change  in  price  of  the  housing  that  the  gays  now  occupy  South  of  Market 
Street." 

"There  are  over  a  hundred  fifty  gay  businesses  South  of  Market  Street.  There 
is  no  discussion  of  the  commercial  impacts  on  those  businesses."    (Walter  Park) 
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RESPONSE 

This  report  considers  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  economically 
disadvantaged  groups  without  regard  to  their  sexual  preference.    Gay-  or 
lesbian-owned  businesses  are  assumed  to  be  impacted  similarly  to  other 
businesses  of  the  same  size  and  offering  the  same  types  of  products  or 
services.    However,  businesses  offering  products  or  services  intended 
primarily  for  the  gay  community  might  have  more  difficulty  relocating  than 
other  businesses. 

The  presence  of  gay  and  lesbian  communities  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  is 
discussed  on  p.  69  of  the  EIR.    Although  no  formal  studies  have  been  done 
to  determine  the  size  of  these  communities,  their  existence  in  the  area  is 
acknowledged. /I/   The  impacts  on  low-income  communities  west  of  YBC  are 
discussed  in  the  Land  Use  (pp.  109-115)  and  Social  Characteristics 
(pp.  125-128).    Any  members  of  the  gay  and  lesbian  community  west  of  YBC 
who  have  low  incomes  would  be  affected  similarly  to  other  low-income 
groups  in  the  area.    Any  middle-  or  upper-income  gays  or  lesbians  in  the 
area  could  be  burdened  by  increased  land  values  (although  probably  not 
displaced)  or  they  could  benefit  (particularly  if  they  are  property 
owners).    TTTe"  eighth  and  ninth  lines  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  26  of 
the  EIR  are  changed  to  specifically  list  all  of  the  area's  groups  which 
could  be  adversely  affected  by  increasing  land  values:  "...Current 
low-income  residents,  including  Filipino  families,  the  artist  community 
and  some  of  the  lesbian  and  gay  community,  who  could  be  unable  to  compete 
in  these  markets,  might  be  displaced."    Similarly,  the  last  sentence  of 
the  first  paragraph  on  p.  128  is  changed  to:    "...those  most  likely  to  a 
affected  are  low-income  Filipino  families,  and  low-income  members  of  the 
artist  and  lesbian  and  gay  communities,  residing  along..."    The  last 
sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  112  is  altered  to:  "Current 
low-income  residents,  primarily  Filipino  families,  as  well  as  artists, 
lesbians  and  gays,  who  may...."    The  first  full  sentence  on  p.  S-12  is 
revised  to  read:"    Current  residents,  primarily  Filipino  families,  and 
low-income  members  of  the  artist  and  lesbian  and  gay  communties,  could  be 
displaced." 

The  Commentor  is  correct  in  noting  that  low-income  housing  proposed  for 
YBC  would  not  be  available  to  most  gays  living  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC. 
All  'affordable'  housing  proposed  for  YBC  is  for  low-income  elderly.  The 
Social  Characteristics  Impact  section  of  this  EIR  (p.  125-128)  addresses 
the  possible  displacement  effect  of  the  project. 

Footnote 

/I/  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  (SPUR),  June  1981,  South  of 
Market:    A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier. 
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Public  Art  and  the  Artist  Community  West  of  YBC 

COMMENT 

"It  would  also  be  useful  to  mention  the  role  of  public  art  work  and  what 
effect  Verba  Buena  Center  will  have  on  the  present  artist's  community  in  the 
vicinity."    (Meg  Madden) 

RESPONSE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  allocation  of  1%  of  all 
construction  costs,  except  those  of  subsidized  housing,  to  public  art. 
The  public  art  work  in  YBC  has  not  yet  been  determined.    What  is  known  is 
that  art  work  would  be  a  part  of  the  "gardens"  uses  mentioned  on  p.  117  of 
the  EIR.    The  percentage  of  indoor  vs.  outdoor  public  art  is  not  known  at 
this  time.    How  much  of  the  public  art  contribution  would  be  solicited 
from  the  present  artists'  community  in  the  vicinity  is  also  not  yet  known. 

The  Main  Program  could  have  indirect  displacement  effects  on  economically 
disadvantaged  members  of  the  artist  community  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC 
similar  to  those  effects  on  other  economically  disadvantaged  groups. 
Changes  are  made  to  the  Social  Characteristics  Impacts  section  in  response 
to  comments  under  The  Lesbian  and  Gay  Community  West  of  YBC,  above,  to 
specifically  mention  possible  effects  on  the  artists'  community,  as  well. 


Severity  of  Indirect  Displacement  Effects 
COMMENT 

"Page  128,  the  first  paragraph.  How  can  it  be  correct  to  say  land  value 
increases  and  displacement  effects  west  of  YBC  will  be  modest.  The  case 
hasn't  been  proven  as  far  as  I  can  see."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  intent  of  the  paragraph  referred  to  is  that  the  ultimate  extent  of  the 
indirect  economic  effects  on  the  area  west  of  YBC  is  uncertain.    Based  on 
the  fact  that  the  western  edge  of  YBC  is  almost  completely  built  out  and 
that,  to  date,  there  is  little  evidence  of  real  estate  speculation  nearby, 
it  is  possible  that  effects  due  to  build-out  of  the  rest  of  YBC  might  be 
modest.    However,  the  paragraph  notes  that  completion  of  YBC  could  have 
land  value  stimulus  effects  very  different  from  those  of  buildings 
constructed  so  far.    The  first  paragraph  on  p.  128  is  rewritten  below  to 
discuss  the  two  possible  outcomes  and  their  associated  uncertainties  more 
clearly. 

The  ultimate  extent  of  indirect  economic  effects  due  to  the  Main 
Program,  its  variants  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  is 
speculative  and  cannot  be  projected  with  any  accuracy.    One  possible 
outcome,  based  on  the  continuation  of  existing  trends,  is  that  land 
value  increases  and  possible  displacement  effects  would  be  modest. 
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The  western  edge  of  YBC  has  been  almost  completely  built  out.  The 
rate  of  real  estate  transactions  nearby  has  remained  nearly  constant 
over  the  past  15  years  (see  Sales  Trends,  p.  56),  indicating  that 
little  real  estate  speculation  has  occurred.    Another  possible 
outcome,  however,  is  that  completion  of  YBC  would  have  a  greater  land 
value  stimulus  than  that  of  buildings  constructed  so  far.  The 
to-be-built  hotels,  office  space,  market-rate  dwelling  units  and 
"Gardens"-oriented  uses  proposed  for  the  Central  Blocks  would  likely 
attract  a  greater  number  of  affluent  users  than  the  predominantly 
subsidized  housing,  office  and  institutional  uses  of  the  Western 
Blocks.    Should  this  contribute  to  increasing  land  values  west  of  YBC 
at  an  accelerated  rate,  those  most  likely  to  be  affected  are 
low-income  Filipino  families,  as  well  as  low-income  members  of  the 
lesbian,  gay  and  artist  communities,  residing  along  small  side 
streets  between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.  and  between  Howard  and 
Harrison  Sts. 


Ability  of  Residents  West  of  YBC  to  Afford  Housing  in  YBC 
COMMENT 

"Clearly  it  must  be  stated  that  those  displaced  from  low-income  housing  in  the 
western  subarea  will  not  be  able  to  afford  the  'market-rate'  YBC  housing,  and 
that  families  displaced  cannot  utilize  the  subsidized  elderly  housing 
developed  in  YBC."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

As  discussed  on  pp.  109-115  and  pp.  125-128  of  the  EIR,  housing  would  not 
be  directly  displaced  in  the  western  subarea  by  YBC  development.  YBC 
development,  in  combination  with  cumulative  development  in  the  surrounding 
area,  could  indirectly  induce  investor  interest  in  the  area.  Such 
investment,  should  it  occur,  would  result  in  higher  housing  prices  and 
higher  rents.    Rents  in  this  area  may  currently  be  below  the  city-wide 
average  because  the  area  is  considered  "undesirable;"  the  area  and  certain 
residences  lack  amenities  that  are  generally  preferred  in  the  housing 
market,  and/or  certain  residences  do  not  meet  building  code  standards. 

The  following  paragraph  is  inserted  to  precede  the  first  full  paragraph  on 
p.  112  of  the  EIR: 

Housing  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  would  generally  not  be 
available  to  people  vulnerable  to  economic  displacement  from  the  area 
west  of  YBC.    Low-income  families  currently  residing  in  the  western 
sub-area  would  not  be  able  to  afford  market-rate  housing  within  YBC. 
People  who  do  not  meet  age-eligibility  requirements  cannot  reside  in 
subsidized  elderly  housing. 
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Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing  West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation 

COMMENTS 

"The  mitigation  section  fails  to  recommend  a  realistic  means  of  providing 
protection  of  existing  South  of  Market  housing.    What  they  do  recommend  is 
legislation  that  somebody  passes  to  control  this.    I  contend  this  isn't  a  real 
mitigation  measure,  because  such  legislation  is  beyond  the  legal  capacity  of 
both  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  developer.    And  I  contend  that 
mitigation  must  be  something  the  proponents  of  the  project  can  actually  do." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"The  mitigation  measures  which  say  that  if  we  save  the  residential  hotels  on 
Sixth  Street,  that  would  provide  adequate  housing.    Well,  we  want  to  save 
those  residential  hotels  on  Sixth  Street,  but  that  would  not  provide 
housing."    (Gene  Coleman) 

"Page  222,  displacement  of  lower  income  groups  shouldn't  be  considered  an 
unavoidable  necessity.    There  could  be  mitigations  in  the  mitigation  section, 
if  the  developer  and  the  Agency  were  willing." 

"Page  109  through  150  seems  to  indicate  no  solution  is  available  to  low 
income,  even  low  moderate  income  people  in  YBC  area."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"It  is  outright  stated  or  at  least  alluded  to  that  the  present  population  in 
the  South  of  Market  will  be  removed  on  account  of  the  cumulative  and 
speculative  situation  that  will  be  caused  by  the  development ...  It  is  with 
virtually  no  mitigation  included  in  the  very  tiny  mitigation  section  in  the 
back  of  this  EIR  to  relocate  these  people  or  to  compensate  these  people,  where 
are  these  folks  going  to  go?... What  part  of  the  city  do  we  expect  these  folks 
to  go  to  and  what  is  going  to  be  the  impact  then?"    (Kay  Pachtner) 

RESPONSE 

The  extent  of  the  Main  Program's  indirect  economic  effects  is  largely 
speculative  (see  the  response  under  Severity  of  Indirect  Displacement 
Effects,  p.  C&R-35).    Indirect  displacement  of  low-income  residents  west 
of  YBC  is  by  no  means  certain  to  occur,  and  if  it  does,  may  occur  due  to 
land  value  forces  other  than  the  Main  Program  (see  discussion  in  the 
second  paragraph  on  p.  112  of  the  EIR).    Available  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  possible  indirect  displacement  effects  by  preserving  affordable 
housing  west  of  YBC  are  listed  on  pp.  207-208  of  the  EIR.    It  might  be 
impossible  to  mitigate  all  indirect  economic  effects  of  cumulative  growth 
in  the  area  completely. 

People  choosing  to  move  away  from  the  area  west  of  YBC  because  they  could 
no  longer  afford  to  live  there  would  be  likely  to  try  to  stay  in  the  South 
of  Market  area.    Choices  could  vary  widely  from  person  to  person,  however; 
lack  of  information  on  the  extent  of  indirect  displacement  and  on  1988 
housing  market  conditions  would  make  any  projections  of  trends  highly 
speculative. 
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CEQA's  Implementing  Guidelines  allow  the  inclusion  of  mitigation  measures 
which  are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  or  capacity  of  the  project  proponents  to 
implement,  or  which  may  be  infeasible  to  implement.    Section  15143(c)  of 
the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  states  that  all  mitigation  measures  which  could 
reasonably  be  expected  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  should  be  included  in  the 
EIR.    Responsibility  for  implementation  of  these  measures  is  then 
determined  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  during  the  approval  of 
any  land  disposition  and  development  agreement  (LDA)  for  any  project 
covered  in  this  EIR.    To  approve  an  LDA,  the  Commission  must  make  one  or 
more  of  the  following  findings  for  each  significant  adverse  impact 
identified  by  this  EIR,  accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  facts  supporting 
each  finding  (State  CEQA  Guidelines,  Sections  15088a  and  15088b): 

1)  Changes  or  alterations  have  been  required  in,  or  incorporated 
into,  the  project  which  mitigate  or  avoid  the  significant 
enviromental  effects; 

2)  Such  changes  or  alterations  are  within  the  responsibility  and 
jurisdiction  of  another  public  agency,  and  have  been  or  can  and 
should  be  adopted  by  such  other  agency; 

3)  Specific  economic,  social,  or  other  considerations  make 
infeasible  the  mitigation  measures  or  project  alternatives  identified 
in  the  EIR. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  may  not  approve  the  LDA  unless  the 
significant  environmental  effects  have  been  reduced  to  an  acceptable 
level,  either  by  eliminating  or  substantially  reducing  them  by  use  of 
findings  #1  and  #2  above,  or  the  Commission  finds  the  effects  acceptable 
by  use  of  finding  #3  above  (State  CEQA  Guidelines,  Sections  15088d  and 
15088e).    If  the  Commission  approves  the  project  and,  by  the  use  of 
findings  #2  or  #3  above,  allows  the  occurrence  of  significant  effects 
which  are  not  mitigated,  it  must  make  a  statement  of  overriding 
considerations  giving  reasons  to  support  the  action  (State  CEQA 
Guidelines,  Section  15089b). 


Rezoning  Areas  West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Summary  page  17, .. .instead  of  R  district  or  residential  district,  there  could 
be  re-zoned  residential/commercial,  to  protect  housing  and  preserve  some 
commercial  development."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  Commentor  is  referring  to  the  mitigation  measure  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  p.  S-17,  and  in  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  207  (continuing  to 
p.  208),  which  recommends  rezoning  the  area  immediately  west  of  YBC  from 
C-3-4,  C-3-G,  C-3-S  and  M-1  to  an  R  (Residential)  district.    This  would 
act  to  preserve  housing  in  that  area.    However,  existing  neighborhood- 
serving  retail  commerical  uses  would  no  longer  be  permitted  uses  in  an 
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R  district.    Therefore,  the  first  sentence  of  this  mitigation  measure  on 
both  p.  S-17  and  p.  207  is  changed  to  read:    "Rezoning  the  area  west  of 
YBC  (between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.)  from  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail),  C-3-G 
(Downtown  General  Commercial),  C-3-S  (Downtown  Support)  and  M-1  (Light 
Industrial)  to  an  RC  (Residential-Commercial)  district  would  preserve 
housing  and  ground-floor  neighborhood-serving  retail  commercial  uses  in 
the  area." 


Additional  Housing  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"We  have  come  up  with  some  possible  solutions  which  relate  to  rehabilitation 
of  housing  in  the  area  and  to  the  development  of  additional  housing  within  the 
site.    And  we  think  that  those  items  should  be  hopefully  addressed  in  the 
final  EIR  when  it  is  and  if  it  is  ever  completed."    (Gene  Coleman) 

RESPONSE 

Mr.  Coleman  was  called  by  the  report  preparers;  his  proposed  solutions  are 
listed  below/1/,  as  clarification  of  his  comment: 

1)  A  housing  fund,  specifically  designed  to  mitigate  the  indirect 
economic  effects  of  the  "Gardens,"  should  be  created.    The  fund 
should  be  supported  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  either  through  a 
development  fee,  or  from  the  "overage"  (what  the  developer  pays  in 
excess  of  what  the  land  actually  cost  the  Redevelopment  Agency). 
This  fund  should  receive  annual  contributions  to  support  both  the 
rehabilitation  of  existing  housing  in  the  area,  and  the  development 
of  new  housing.    The  fund  could  be  administered  by  a  community 
non-profit  organization,  but  the  South  of  Market  Alliance  would 
prefer  it  be  administered  either  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  or  by 
the  developer. 

2)  Subsidized  family  housing  should  be  developed  in  YBC.    Some  of 
the  proceeds  from  the  housing  fund  could  be  used  for  this. 

3)  All  temporary  and  permanent  jobs  should  be  offered  first  to  South 
of  Market  residents,  second  to  other  San  Franciscans,  and  third  to 
all  others. 

4)  A  "significant"  portion  of  all  YBC  business  [concessions]  should 
be  operated  by  South  of  Market  residents. 

5)  The  community-developed  recommendations  for  cultural  uses, 
contained  in  the  "Blue  Book,"  should  be  implemented  in  YBC. 

6)  All  development  for  the  roof  of  the  Convention  Center  should  be 
planned  to  facilitate  elderly  pedestrian  traffic.    The  elderly  in  the 
area  are  concerned  that  development  on  the  roof  of  the  Convention 
Center  will  "isolate"  them. 
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7)  Services,  such  as  a  childcare  center  and  an  elderly  support 
center,  should  be  provided  in  YBC. 

8)  The  Gold  Card  Program,  run  by  the  Commission  on  Aging,  should  be 
honored  by  all  YBC  businesses.    A  "Gold  Card"  entitles  its  holder  to 
a  10%  discount  from  participating  businesses.    The  South  of  Market 
Alliance  would  like  to  see  YBC  businesses  offering  a  30%  to  40% 
discount  to  Gold  Card  holders. 

9)  All  YBC  open  spaces  should  be  designed  to  permit  maximum  access 
by  the  elderly. 

In  response  to  Mr.  Coleman's  comments,  a  housing  fund  could  be  created  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency,  but  only  at  the  expense  of  other  public  benefits 
to  be  provided  by  the  Main  Program.    These  benefits,  listed  in  the 
response  to  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in  YBC  - 
Mitigation,  p.  C&R-63,  generally  include  pedestrian  plazas,  the  "Gardens" 
themselves,  cultural  uses  in  the  Central  Blocks  and  low  development 
density  on  CB-2  and  -3.    In  addition,  increasing  the  development  density 
throughout  the  Main  Program  to  provide  support  for  a  housing  fund  could 
work  against  the  very  purpose  of  the  housing  fund:    a  more  densely 
developed  YBC  could  have  greater  indirect  economic  effects  on  surrounding 
residential  areas  than  would  the  Main  Program  as  proposed.    More  workers, 
visitors,  etc.  in  YBC  could  provide  greater  impetus  for  local  neighborhood 
businesses  to  convert  to  serve  the  numerous  and  affluent  YBC  population; 
in  addition,  the  expansion  of  YBC  as  an  activity  center  could  attract  more 
people  and  businesses  to  locate  conveniently  nearby. 

One  possible  means  to  provide  additional  subsidized  housing  in  YBC,  which 
could  be  made  available  to  low-  and  moderate-income  families  (as  well  as 
other  household  groups),  without  also  greatly  increasing  YBC's  developed 
area,  would  be  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  issue  tax-exempt  mortgage 
revenue  bonds  to  finance  rental  housing  in  YBC.    Twenty  percent  of  these 
rental  units  would  have  to  be  made  available  to  households  with  incomes 
within  the  eligibility  limits  of  the  Federal  "Section  8"  Program  (as 
required  by  the  Mortgage  Subsidy  Revenue  Bond  Tax  Act  of  1981). 
Redevelopment  Agency  use  of  this  approach  to  finance  affordable  rental 
housing  in  YBC  is  added  to  p.  207  of  the  EIR  as  a  mitigation  measure  (see 
Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-63). 

The  availability  of  YBC  jobs  to  South  of  Market  residents  could  act  to 
mitigate  possible  indirect  economic  effects  (land  value  or  rent  increases) 
induced  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  by  the  Main  Program.    Therefore,  the 
following  measures  are  added  after  the  first  mitigation  measure  on  p.  207 
to  read: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease 
agreements,  that  YBC  employers  set  up  an  equitable  program  to 
generally  give  preference  in  permanent  hiring  to  South  of  Market 
residents  first,  San  Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other 
applicants  third.    This  program  would  be  implemented  to  the  extent 
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that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or  other  legal 
requirements,  such  as  Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as 
honoring  union  contracts. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  set 
up  an  equitable  program  to  generally  give  preference  in  leasing 
concession  space  to  South  of  Market  residents  first,  other 
San  Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  applicants  third.  This 
would  be  implemented  to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with 
constitutional  or  other  legal  requirements,  such  as  Affirmative 
Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union  contracts. 

As  described  in  the  response  under  Specification  of  Cultural  Uses, 
p.  C&R-3,  the  "Blue  Book"  (officially  entitled  "YBC  Cultural  Plan  Design 
Scenario,"  adopted  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  5, 
1981)  reflects  current  Redevelopment  Agency  policy  toward  development  of 
cultural  uses  in  YBC.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  in  the  process  of 
determining  a  package  of  specific  cultural  uses  to  occur  on  CB-1,  CB-2, 
CB-3  and  EB-2. 

Easy  pedestrian  access  is  among  the  major  design  objectives  for  the 
"Gardens"  portion  (CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program.    In  order 
to  insure  that  the  special  needs  of  the  elderly  are  also  taken  into 
account,  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  second 
measure  on  p.  213  of  the  EIR: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to 
design  their  projects  to  facilitate  access  by  the  elderly  and 
handicapped  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
Sections  33.01  and  17.11,  and  with  Title  24,  Section  2  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code,  where  otherwise  not  required  and 
wherever  feasible. 

Honoring  of  the  Commission  on  Aging's  Gold  Card  Program  would  contribute 
toward  making  services  in  YBC  available  to  its  low-income  elderly  and  to 
other  low-income  elderly  in  the  vicinity.    The  following  is  added  after 
the  first  mitigation  measure  on  p.  207: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease 
agreements,  that  YBC  businesses  consult  with  the  Commission  on  Aging, 
with  the  object  of  participating  in  the  Comnission 's  "Gold  Card" 
Program  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.    Holders  of  a  "Gold 
Card"  (low-income  elderly  meeting  Commission  on  Aging  Program 
requirements)  would  be  entitled  to  discounts  from  participating 
businesses. 

Footnote 

/I/  Gene  Coleman,  Executive  Director,  Canon  Kip  Community  Center, 
representing  the  South  of  Market  Alliance,  telephone  communication, 
September  14,  1982. 
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YBC  EMPLOYEE  HOUSING  DEMAND  AND  HOUSING  WITHIN  YBC 


Salability  of  Market  Rate  Housing 
COMMENT 

"If  not  addressed  in  the  Setting  section,  the  current  'over-building'  (or  lack 
of  saleability)  of  market-rate  housing  in  the  City  should  be  noted,  qualifying 
the  extent  of  the  presumed  benefit  of  simply  increasing  the  City's  overall 
housing  stock  by  new  YBC  market-rate  housing."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  after  the  second  sentence  in  the  first  full 
paragraph  on  p.  114  of  the  EIR:    ";  the  reduction  in  the  demand  pressure 
due  to  the  increase  in  housing  supply  is  not  quantifiable." 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  114 
of  the  EIR: 

Due  to  the  current  economic  recession,  many  newly  built  and  converted 
condominium  projects  are  vacant.    The  "large"  number  of  unsold  units 
at  Opera  Plaza  was  noted  in  a  recent  residential  vacancy  report. /3a/ 
The  conditions  of  the  housing  market  in  1988,  when  YBC  would  be 
complete,  cannot  be  forecast  with  reasonable  accuracy.  Demand 
pressure  may  be  relieved  to  a  certain  extent  by  the  required 
development  of  housing  by  some  office  developers.    It  may  also  be 
limited  by  the  aff ordabi 1 ity  of  the  market-rate  units  (see  Housing 
Affordability,  p.  C&R-48  of  this  document). 

The  following  footnote  is  added  on  p.  121  of  the  EIR:    "/3a/  Federal  Homo 
Loan  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  "San  Francisco  County  Housing  Vacancy  Survey," 
May  1982." 


Cumulative  Housing  Demand 
COMMENTS 

"In  that  project's  [333  California  Street]  housing  impact  analysis,  the 
following  topics  were  addressed  that  have  been  totally  omitted  from  the  Second 
Supplement,  and  which  were  never  addressed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  either: 

the  distribution  of  net  new  direct  and  secondary  employment's  housing 
demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project  throughout  the  several  counties 
of  the  metropolitan  area; 

the  affordability  of  the  housing  produced  within  the  proposed  project 
compared  to  the  qualifying  incomes  of  the  proposed  projects' s  direct  and 
secondary  net  new  employees/San  Francisco  households. 
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the  cumulative  housing  demand  generated  by  downtown  San  Francisco  office 
development,  both  in  San  Francisco  and  the  metropolitan  area,  including 
the  proposed  project's  component,  and  the  total  housing  demand  in  all 
subarea's  including  other  kinds  of  developments'  demand."    (David  Jones) 

"The  housing  analysis  contains  no  analysis  of: 

0     regional  housing  impacts  due  to  project  and  cumulative  development, 

0     secondary  housing  impacts  due  to  project  and  cumulative  development, 

0     housing  impacts  by  sector  (rental/owner,  and  lo/mod/market  rate)  due  to 
project  and  cumulative  development. 

"We  request  an  analysis  (quantitative)  in  all  of  these  areas,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  the  increased  demand  for  rental  units  in  the  City,  availability  of 
such  units,  and  displacement  impacts  in  the  rental  sector."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  this  document,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  has  compiled  a  list  of  cumulative  Downtown  San  Francisco 
office  development.    The  availability  of  this  new  information  (see 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  to  C-10)  has  made  it  possible  to  add  a 
cumulative  housing  analysis  to  the  EIR.    The  new  cumulative  housing 
section  presented  below,  therefore,  is  in  response  both  to  the  recent 
availability  of  the  City's  cumulative  development  lists  and  the  specific 
comments  quoted  above.    Housing  issues  raised  by  Commenters  are 
overlapping  and  interrelated.    To  facilitate  understanding  of  these 
complex  housing  issues,  several  comments  are  grouped  together  and  answered 
in  this  response.       e  following  topics  are  addressed  below: 
1)  Cumulative  Housing  Demand;  2)  Secondary  Housing  Demand;  and 
3)  Displacement  Implications  of  Cumulative  Housing  Demand. 

Issues  pertaining  to  housing  economics  need  not  be  a  component  of  a 
complete  EIR.    Analysis  of  environmental  effects  is  limited  by  the 
California  Enviromental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  to  physical  conditions;  see 
Sections  21060.5  and  21151  of  the  State  EIR  Guidelines,  as  amended  by 
Senate  Bill  803.    The  following  information  is  provided  under 
Section  15012(b)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  which  permits  the  lead 
agency  to  include  in  EIRs  economic  information  that  it  deems  appropriate. 

1 )  Cumulative  Housing  Demand 

The  following  is  added  after  the  last  paragraph  of  p.  133  of  the  EIR: 

Concerned  with  the  impacts  of  cumulative  office  development  on  the 
San  Francisco  housing  market,  the  Planning  Commission  has  recently 
been  requiring  office  developers  to  cause  housing  to  be  constructed 
in  the  City.    Downtown  projects  that  are  currently  (as  of  August  6, 
1982,  see  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10)  under  formal  review, 
approved,  and  under  construction  total  about  17.4  million  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  (including  Convention  Plaza,  Verba  Buena 
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West,  the  National  Maritime  Union  and  an  office  building  on  SB-1,  all 
within  YBC).    About  1.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  existing  office 
space  has  been  or  is  proposed  to  be  demolished  to  clear  the  sites  for 
these  office  developments.    This  results  in  a  net  addition  of 
16.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  on  Downtown  San 
Francisco.    For  analysis  purposes,  the  16.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
net  new  space  is  used,  for  it  refers  to  the  amount  of  new 
construction  in  excess  of  existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of 
gross  square  feet  of  floor  space. 

Using  the  formula  contained  in  Appendix  C  of  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  Final  EIR  (i.e.,  15%  to  30%  of  new  employees  would  be  expected 
to  move  to  San  Francisco  and  each  household  would  be  occupied  by  1.4 
workers),  the  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  due  to  cumulative 
development  would  range  from  6,900  to  13,800  units.    Using  the 
formula  contained  in  "Office  /  Housing  Production  Progr  ) 
Interim  Guidelines"  (i.e.,  40%  of  new  employees  would  be  expected  to 
reside  in  San  Francisco  and  each  household  would  be  occupied  by  1.8 
workers),  the  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  due  to  cumulative 
development  would  be  about  14,300  units.    Combining  the  results  of 
the  101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  formula  and  the  OHPP  formula  yields  a 
cumulative  housing  demand  range  of  6,900  to  14,300  units.  The 
application  of  these  formulae  assume  that  the  formulae  reflect  the 
actual  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  and  all  projects  that  are 
under  formal  review,  approved,  and  under  construction  (see  Tables  C-8 
and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10)  would  be  fully  occupied. 

Using  the  101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  and  OHPP  formulae  together  to 
generate  one  combined  range  of  housing  demand,  the  demand  from  office 
projects  on  the  cumulative  list  plus  that  from  additional  proposed 
office  space  in  the  Main  Program  would  be  for  about  7,800  to 
16,100  units  in  San  Francisco  (see  Table  12A,  below).    Of  this  total, 
the  net  office  employment  growth  of  the  Main  Program  would  contribute 
a  demand  for  about  1,140  to  2,360  units  in  San  Francisco.  These 
impacts  on  the  housing  market  would  be  mitigated  to  a  certain  extent, 
because  office  developers  have  agreed  to  provide  housing  in 
compliance  with  City  Planning  Commission  project  approval  resolutions 
or  have  proposed  housing  on-site. 

As  shown  in  Table  12A,  cumulative  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco  is 
expected  to  continue  to  outstrip  net  housing  stock  growth  between 
1982  and  1990.    Main  Program  and  cumulative  office  development  would 
add  to  the  existing  jobs/housing  imbalance  in  San  Francisco.  Housing 
demand  would  increase  in  an  already  tight  housing  market.    In  markets 
where  demand  outstrips  supply,  prices  can  be  expected  to  increase. 
The  Main  Program  and  Alternative  C  would  contribute  less  to  the 
jobs  /  housing  imbalance  than  would  Alternatives  A,  B,  or  D  (see  the 
Response  to  "TOOR"  Housing,  p.  C&R-56).    While  cumulative  office 
development  is  attracting  more  workers  to  the  City  and  resulting  in 
increased  demand  for  housing,  many  other  factors  affect  the  housing 
market.    The  current  slowdown  in  new  housing  construction  is  a 
national  problem  resulting  from  a  variety  of  economic  factors. 
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including  high  construction  costs  and  mortgage  interest  rates.  The 
demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  may  be  partly  attributable  to 
factors  that  are  independent  of  downtown  office  development, 
including  declining  household  size  and  immigration. 

Models  do  not  currently  exist  that  would  allow  the  housing  choices  of 
new  downtown  employees  to  be  reliably  quantified.    Using  certain 
assumptions,  however,  the  split  in  the  project-generated  housing 
demand  between  the  ownership  and  rental  housing  markets  can  be 
estimated.    Assuming  that  the  split  between  owner-  and 
renter-occupied  housing  would  be  the  same  for  project  workers  as  in 
the  1980  U.S.  Census  for  San  Francisco,  the  distribution  of  new 
households  generated  directly  by  the  Main  Program  would  be  between 
about  390  to  800  owner-occupied  (34%)  and  about  750  to  1,560 
renter-occupied  (66%).    This  assumption  implies  a  corollary 
assumption  that  project-generated  households  would  have  an  income 
distribution  and  encounter  housing  costs  similar  to  those  of  existing 
residents  in  the  City. 

Based  on  about  1.3  working  adults  per  household  in  surrounding  Bay 
Area  counties  (1980  U.S.  Census),  the  net  employment  growth  due  to 
the  Main  Program  would  generate  a  demand  for  approximately  1,470 
housing  units  on  the  Peninsula,  2,460  housing  units  in  the  East  Bay, 
and  980  housing  units  in  the  North  Bay  (see  Table  12A). 

2)  Secondary  Housing  Demand 

The  EIR  (p.  135)  discusses  the  impacts  of  direct  housing  demand,  because 
City  policy  regarding  mitigation  of  housing  demand,  as  defined  in  "Revised 
Interim  Guidelines  for  Administering  the  Housing  Requirement  Placed  on 
Office  Development  under  OHPP,"  Memorandum  by  Dean  Macris,  December  7, 
1981,  relates  to  direct  housing  demand.    City  policy  does  not  require 
mitigation  of  secondary  housing  demand.    The  following  discussion  of 
secondary  housing  demand  is  added  to  p.  135  following  the  second  paragraph: 

The  extent  of  any  additional  housing  demand  resulting  from  secondary 
multipliers  would  be  based  on  a  regional  economic  model.    However,  a 
portion  of  the  secondary  employment  would  result  from  expenditures  in 
San  Francisco  by  employees  of  the  project.    Based  on  estimates 
contained  in  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  FEIR,  permanent  downtown 
employees  who  live  in  San  Francisco  would  each  support  an  additional 
0.6  jobs  in  San  Francisco,  while  each  non-resident  permanent  employee 
would  support  0.13  jobs  in  the  City. /8a/ 

Under  these  assumptions,  the  Main  Program  would  generate  the  need  for 
about  360  to  750  additional  housing  units  in  the  City. /8a/  The 
applicability  of  housing  formulas  to  secondary  employment,  as  is 
assumed  for  direct  office  employment,  cannot  be  substantiated  with 
available  data.    Not  all  persons  filling  these  jobs  would  necessarily 
move  to  the  City." 
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The  following  footnote  is  added  to  p.  138: 

/8a/  Basis  of  calculation:  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission, 
Bank  of  America  Data  Center  FEIR,  certified  August  28,  1975, 
pp.  92-93.    Assuming  that  40%  "of  the  new  households  resulting  from 
the  net  increase  in  office  employees  due  to  the  Main  Program  would 
reside  in  San  Francisco  and  60%  would  reside  in  other  Bay  Area 
counties,  then:    (10,600  X  40%  X  0.6)  +  (10,600  X  60%  X  0.13)  =  about 
3,370  secondary  jobs  in  San  Francisco.    Using  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  FEIR  and  OHPP  housing  formulae,  then  between  about  360 
L(3,370  X  .15)  /  1.4]  to  about  750  [(3,370  x  .4)  /  1.8]  housing  units 
would  be  demanded  in  San  Francisco  due  to  secondary  Main  Program 
employment. 

No  model  is  known  to  the  EIR  authors  that  would  allow  the  quantification 
of  cumulative  housing  demand  resulting  from  the  secondary  employment 
growth  due  to  cumulative  office  development.    Project-specific  secondary 
employment  estimates  are  based  on  an  input-output  model  of  the  regional 
economy  (see  the  Response  to  Job  Multiplier,  p.  C&R-71).    This  model  is 
not  applicable  to  a  projection  of  regional  office  employment  growth, 
because  many  of  the  secondary  jobs  that  would  be  induced  by  a  specific 
project  may  be  contained  in  another  office  project  already  included  in  the 
cumulative  employment  projection.    The  input-output  secondary  employment 
projection  technique  is  based  on  a  model  of  the  regional  economy;  the 
model  does  not  have  the  capacity  to  project  the  locations  of  the  secondary 
jobs  within  the  region,  nor  to  project  the  residential  distribution  of 
secondary  job  holders. 

3)    Displacement  Implications  of  Cumulative  Demand 

Regarding  the  issue  of  displacement,  it  is  not  clear  from  available  data 
that  downtown  office  development  is  displacing  low-income  households  in 
the  City.    It  is  true  that  downtown  developments  are  attracting  more 
workers  to  San  Francisco  and  some  of  these  workers  are  choosing  to  live  in 
the  City.    However,  while  office  space  in  San  Francisco  increased  by  over 
14  million  gross  sq.  ft.  between  1970  and  1980,  the  number  of  San 
Francisco  residents  actually  declined.    Obviously,  many  factors  besides 
the  growth  of  office  space  affect  the  housing  market.    The  current 
slowdown  in  new  housing  construction  is  a  national  problem  resulting  from 
a  wide  variety  of  economic  factors,  including  high  construction  costs  and 
high  mortgage  interest  rates.    The  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  may 
be  partly  attributable  to  immigration  that  is  independent  of  downtown 
office  development,  and  to  the  decline  in  average  household  size. 

A  recent  study  of  displacement  in  San  Francisco  found  no  evidence  of 
causal  relationship  between  office  development  and  displacement  of 
low-income  households.    Based  on  a  review  of  available  displacement 
information,  the  study,  "Displacement  in  San  Francisco"  (Berkeley  Planning 
Associates,  September  2,  1980)  concluded,  "None  of  these  sources  document 
definitely  whether,  where  or  how  displacement  is  taking  place. " 
(Underscore  from  source).    The  study  noted  various  factors  which  imply 
displacement  is  taking  place  in  certain  neighborhoods,  including  the  fact 
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that  rents  are  rising  faster  than  incomes,  condominiums  and  residential 
hotels  are  being  converted,  and  levels  of  reinvestment  are  increasing  in 
certain  neighborhoods.    The  study  concluded  that  displacement,  ".  . 
.narrowly  defined  as  the  forced  relocation  of  a  household  by  circumstances 
beyond  its  control,  is  occurring  in  San  Francisco,  ...  in  a  general 
sense."    The  study  attributed  increased  demand  pressure  in  the  rental 
housing  market  as  a  primary  factor  influencing  displacement. 

According  to  "Clearinghouse  Review"  (National  Clearinghouse  for  Legal 
Services,  July  1 981 ) : 

Hypotheses  about  the  causes  of  displacement  include:    (a)  the  general 
deterioration  in  the  U.S.  economy,  which  leads  consumers  to  place  a 
premium  on  lower  cost  housing;  (b)  escalating  costs  of  new  suburban 
construction  as  a  result  of  rising  land  costs,  growth  controls, 
environmental  regulation,  rising  materials  and  labor  costs;  (c)  a  new 
anti-suburban  ideology  among  children  of  the  suburbs;  (d)  a  priority 
on  residences  close  to  work  centers  because  of  uncertainties  about 
the  availability  and  price  of  gasoline;  (e)  demographic  changes: 
more  singles  and  childless  families  whose  locational  preferences  are 
not  tied  to  the  location  of  good  (suburban)  schools;  and  (f) 
increasing  appreciation  of  the  architectural  qualities  of  older 
housing. 

Based  on  the  above  review  of  available  information,  it  seems  plausible 
that  many  factors  are  influencing  the  displacement  of  low-income 
households.    The  housing  demand  generated  by  the  project  may  indirectly 
affect  displacement  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  in  the  area  immediately 
west  of  YBC,  but  the  size  of  this  impact  cannot  be  projected.  These 
possible  impacts  have  been  mitigated  to  a  certain  extent  by  City  policies 
including  the  Residential  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  (330-81)  and  the  Rent 
Stabilization  Ordinance  (276-79),  as  discussed  on  pp.  112-113  and 
pp.  126-127  of  the  EIR,  as  well  as  by  the  Condominium  Conversion  Ordinance 
(337-79). 


Housing  Affordabi 1 ity 
COMMENTS 

"The  Draft  does  not  discuss  the  affordabi 1 ity  of  the  projects  proposed  market 
rate  housing  to  the  projects  workers.    Since  housing  mitigation  should  be 
tailored  to  the  needs  of  the  workers  generated,  and  since  the  EIR  claims  that 
market  rate  housing  will  mitigate  the  Main  Program's  housing  impact, 
discussion  of  the  affordabi 1 ity  of  the  market  rate  housing  and  the  workers 
needs  (rental /owner,  lo/mod/market  rate)  is  essential."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"[The  EIR]  contends  that  the  proposed  luxury  condos  will  provide  affordable 
housing  for  the  project's  office  and  retail  employees." 

"There  is  no  affordable  housing  in  this  project,  and  the  EIR  should  so  state." 
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"No  affordable  housing  is  included.    Instead,  luxury  condos  ...  are  proposed. 
They're  disguised  as,  quote,  'market  rate  housing.'    We  all  know  those  will  be 
luxury  condos."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

"It  is  assumed  that  the  new  office  workers  are  going  to  be  able  to  afford  the 
market  rate  housing  going  on.    And,  ...  you  know  I  think  even  your  previous 
EIR  on  this  development  gives  a  lie  to  that."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"I  would  like  to  reemphasize  on  page  133  that  based  on  what  I've  been  reading 
lately,  it's  impossible  for  a  hundred  percent  of  the  people  who  work  in  the 
downtown  area  to  afford  market  rate  housing,  and  so  I  think  that  all  that 
information  there  needs  to  be  looked  at  again,  and  it  would  be  good  to  have  a 
percentage  of,  based  on  our  planning  data,  what  percentage  of  the  workers 
downtown,  the  executives,  could  afford  the  market  rate  housing  that  is  being 
built  today."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

"The  Draft  Second  Supplement  is  brazenly  inadequate  in  this  category  of 
evaluation.    It  fails  to  such  a  degree  to  meet  the  analytical  standards  and 
methodology  now  in  regular  use  for  other  downtown  San  Francisco  commercial 
developments'  environmental  impact  reports  -  projects  much  smaller  in  absolute 
terms  and  with  commensurately  less  impact  than  Verba  Buena  Center  -  and  it 
resorts  to  such  transparent  sophistry  in  its  'double  counting'  of  housing 
units  produced  in  Verba  Buena-  that  a  knowledgeable  observor  cannot  easily 
forstall  a  conclusion  that  this  section  has  been  drafted  in  intentional  bad 
faith  with  the  precise  intent  of  misleading  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission,  as  well  as  the  general  public  as  to 
the  project's  true  housing  impacts." 

"Verba  Buena  is  a  huge  project;  the  methodology  of  housing  impact  analysis  has 
advanced  tremendously  at  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department  since  the 
adoption  of  the  FEIR  in  1978.    Failure  to  update  the  FEIR  in  this  Second 
Supplement  to  incorporate  this  new  information  and  analysis  constitutes  a 
clear  and  cynical  legal  inadequacy." 

"P. 114,  discussion  of  the  beneficial  impact  of  the  housing  proposed  to  be 
developed  in  VBC  needs  to  be  expanded  to  include  a  review  of  the  affordabi 1 ity 
of  that  housing."    (David  Jones) 

"We  need  data  on  the  cost  of  the  market  rate  units  talked  about  in  this  EIR. 
Are  they  all  condo  or  are  some  to  be  rental?    Approximate  costs  of  either  kind 
are  needed.    We  need  data  from  other  EIR's  on  estimated  salaries  of  downtown 
employees  and  their  housing  needs." 

"We  also  need  figures  of  costs  of  low  and  moderate  units.    And  who  of  the 
downtown  work  force  could  afford  them" 

"But  we  need  to  look  at  who  is  going  to  be  working  there  and  what  their  needs 
are. " 
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"Page  133,  paragraph  2,  seems  misleading.    It's  saying  the  market  rate  housing 
the  Main  Program  will  be  affordable  by  most  of  the  office  workers,  '^igures 
are  absolutely  missing  that  could  shed  light  on  it.    Our  Planning  Department 
experience  seems  to  indicate  most  office  workers  can't  afford  market  rate 
housing.    Please  consult  the  Planning  Department  EIR  data. 

"Page  136,  what  point  is  there  in  assuming  all  YBC  housing  would  be  available 
to  office  workers,  hence  no  unmet  need.    It's  very  speculative  and 
misleading."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Research  performed  in  housing  analyses  for  recent  San  Francisco  EIRs  has 
concentrated  on  downtown  office  workers.    Other  office  building  workers 
(e.g.  retail,  maintenance  and  security  employees)  and  hotel  workers  have 
tDeen  excluded  from  housing  analyses,  because  many  such  jobs  are 
entry-level  or  moderate-income  and  available  to  existing  or  unemployed  San 
Francisco  workers,  and  because  City  policy  outlined  in  the  Office/Housing 
Production  Program  Interim  Guidelines"  (January,  1982)  requires  project 
sponsors  to  mitigate  housing  impacts  based  on  the  amount  of  office  space, 
not  other  uses.    Most  data  available  on  residency  patterns,  incomes,  and 
other  information  needed  for  housing  analyses  are  most  directly  relevant 
for  office  workers  and  not  for  other  categories  of  new  employees. 

Housing  market  impacts  of  new  office  employees  are  discussed  in  Appendix  C 
prepared  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates,  Economists,  for  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  EIR  (EE  80.26,  certified  May  7,  1981),  which  is  hereby  incorporated 
by  reference  into  this  EIR,  pursuant  to  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines,  California  Administrative  Code,  Title  14,  Section 
15140.    It  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  Fifth  Floor.    Appendix  C  of  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  EIR  contains  estimates  of  how  many  new  office  employees  would 
generate  a  demand  for  housing  due  to  a  new  office  building  in  San 
Francisco  and  the  distribution  (by  county)  of  this  demand  (see  the 
Response  to  Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42,  for  a  discussion  of 
these  estimates) .    Information  allowing  the  disaggregation  of  this  demand 
by  type  of  housing  (e.g.  ownership,  rental,  price  ranges)  is  not  contained 
in  this  report. 

A  study  entitled  "The  Feasibility  of  Performing  a  Housing  Affordabi lity 
Analysis"  was  published  by  Questor  Associates  on  June  15,  1982.  This 
study  focuses  on  the  housing  impacts  of  downtown  office  developments.  It 
is  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  this  EIR  that  the  findings  made  by  Questor 
Associates  regarding  new  office  employment  would  also  be  applicable  to 
other  types  of  new  employment  generation  in  YBC.    It  is  not  known  to  what 
extent  this  assumption  may  alter  the  validity  of  the  results  of  the 
Questor  Associates  report. 

A  substantiated  analysis  of  housing  af fordabi 1 i ty  would  require,  first, 
determining  the  number  of  households  generated  by  the  Main  Program.  Of 
this  number,  the  percentage  preferring  to  live  in  San  Francisco  would  have 
to  be  determined.    New  office  space  would  be  primarily  occupied  by 
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existing  San  Francisco  businesses  that  would  relocate;  most  new  workers 
would  be  already  employed  in  San  Francisco  (based  on  101  Montgomery  Street 
EIR).    Those  project  workers  transferring  from  another  place  of  employment 
within  the  City  would  not  generate  housing  demand  directly  attributable  to 
the  project.    Thus  projections  of  housing  demand  attributable  to  the 
project  must  subtract  workers  already  employed  in  San  Francisco.  The 
on-site  employment  growth  attributable  to  the  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  and  D  (excluding  existing  employees)  is  shown  below 
in  Table  11.    This  table  replaces  Table  11  on  p.  130  of  the  EIR. 

New  employment  growth  due  to  YBC  would  occur  throughout  San  Francisco  as 
new  jobs  are  created  in  older  buildings  by  firms  leasing  space  vacated  by 
businesses  moving  into  YBC.    As  tenants  for  the  project  are  not  known,  it 
is  impossible  to  predict  which  buildings  in  San  Francisco  would  be 
partially  vacated  by  businesses  moving  into  the  project  (and  which 
buildings  would  be  then  vacated  in  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  to  fill 
the  former  vacated  space,  etc.).    Some  of  this  space  may  be  occupied  by 
firms  that  are  new  to  San  Francisco  or  expanding  existing  firms;  these 
businesses  may  attract  new  workers  to  San  Francisco.    Employee  movements 
are  dynamic;  all  employees  new  to  the  City  attributable  to  the  project 
would  not  be  directly  employed  within  the  project.    For  the  above  reasons, 
the  employment  figures  in  Table  11  do  not  precisely  quantify  new  employees 
due  to  the  project.    These  figures  are  best  estimates  based  on  the 
available  information. 

The  projected  regional  distribution  of  project  employees  is  contained  in 
the  revised  Table  12A,  p.  C&R-45  (See  the  Response  to  Comments  under 
Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42).    Where  an  employee  will  live  is  the 
result  of  individual  decision-making.    Such  decisions  are  a  function  of 
location  preference  and  housing  economics.    Information  concerning  housing 
preferences  could  be  obtained  through  surveys  of  new  office  workers. 
Preference  information  is  complex,  involving  many  factors  such  as  number 
of  bedrooms,  type  of  neighborhood,  and  commute  distance  to  work. 

Assuming  that  the  number  of  new  employees  and  their  preferences  for 
housing  were  known,  the  most  critical  variable  affecting  the  housing 
affordabi lity  analysis  would  be  a  new  household's  ability  to  pay  for 
housing.    The  salary  of  new  workers  alone  is  insufficient  to  determine 
housing  affordabi lity;  the  total  income  of  all  members  of  a  new  worker's 
household  must  be  known.    A  variety  of  published  sources  give  salaries  for 
various  occupational  categories,  but  no  comprehensive  data  regarding  the 
distribution  of  household  income  among  office  workers  (or  any  other  group 
of  workers)  exist.    City-wide  household  income  estimates  based  on  the  1980 
Census  will  be  available  in  1983,  but  this  data  source  will  not  reflect 
the  household  incomes  of  downtown  office  workers. 

The  ratio  of  housing  expenses  to  income,  according  to  the  "Office/Housing 
Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines,"  (January  1982)  are  30%  of 
household  income  for  rental  expenses  and  38%  of  household  income  for  home 
ownership  expenses.    The  down  payment  for  ownership  housing  may  be  assumed 
to  be  between  10%  and  20%  of  purchase  cost;  however,  a  household's  ability 
to  afford  a  down  payment  would  depend  on  household  assets  and  liabilities. 
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and  would  vary  widely  for  different  households.    Assumptions  regarding 
mortgage  interest  rates  must  also  be  made.    Considering  the  volatility  of 
interest  rates  in  recent  years,  an  aff ordabi 1 ity  analysis  based  on  current 
market  interest  rates  would  be  misleading  as  it  might  not  be  relevant  when 
the  project  is  completed  and  occupied. 


TABLE  11:    PROJECTED  INCREASE  IN  PERMANENT  ON-SITE  EMPLOYMENT 
BY  LAND  USE,  1988 


YBC  FEIR 

ALTERNATIVES 

A 

Use 

B^ 

C 

2 

Main 
Program 

Office  25,300 

11,000 

4,800 

12,400 

10,600 

Retail  1,400 

700 

500 

700 

900 

Hotel  500 

700 

1,600 

Light  Industry  2,200 

700 

3,100 

Downtown  Support  300 

300 

300 

20,300 

Commercial  Entertainment  700 

500 

400 

Other*  10 

10 

20 

40 

TOTAL**  30,300 

13,200 

6,300 

36,500 

13,500 

*"Other"  includes  employees  generated  by  Exhibit/Ballroom, 
Park/Plaza/Pedestrian  Concourse  and  Parking  uses. 

Public 

**Totals  may  not  add  due  to  rounding.  All 
were  rounded  to  the  nearest  100. 

numbers  in  rows 

(except  " 

Other") 

NOTE:    Existing  land  uses  and  employees  are  not  included  in  this  table.  These 
include  the  existing  convention  center,  institutional  uses,  offices,  retail, 
industrial,  downtown  support  and  parking.    Employees  per  sq.  ft.  estimate  may 
be  found  under  footnote  /2/,  p.  137  of  the  EIR. 
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Quantification  of  project  impacts  on  the  housing  market  is  not  possible 
based  on  available  published  information.    A  study  of  the  "Feasibility  of 
Performing  a  Housing  Affordab'i  1  ity  Analysis"  by  Questor  Associates 
(June  15,  1982)  concluded  that  household  income  of  project  employees, 
distribution  of  housing  demand,  and  magnitude  of  new  demand  can  only  be 
accurately  determined  by  surveying  occupants  of  buildings  comparable  to  a 
project.    In  such  a  survey  it  is  frequently  difficult  to  identify  the 
"new"  employees,  and  to  get  survey  respondents  to  provide  personal 
financial  information.    The  study  states  that  without  such  detailed 
information,  "it  is  not  feasible  to  quantify  with  reasonable  accuracy  the 
housing  affordabi 1 ity  parameters  associated  with  new  office  construction." 

Based  on  available  data,  an  approximation  of  the  housing  affordabi 1 ity 
analysis  for  office  workers  appears  in  Table  A.    Data  in  the  table  rely 
upon  published  sources  of  office  worker  incomes  (not  household  income), 
and  prices  of  housing  (without  regard  to  housing  availability).  No 
assumptions  are  made  regarding  the  distribution  of  individual  or 
household  incomes.    Assumptions  are  made  regarding  ratio  of  housing 
expenses  to  income,  mortgage  interest  rates,  and  down  payments.  Analysis 
based  on  these  data  and  assumptions  indicate  that  most  project  employees 
would  not  be  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  in  San  Francisco,  although 
a  significant  minority,  depending  on  the  number  of  workers  per  household, 
would  be  able  to  do  so.    Most  office  employees,  except  the  lowest-paid 
clerical  employees  desiring  to  live  alone,  would  be  able  to  afford  rental 
housing  in  San  Francisco. 

This  analysis  would  similarly  hold  true  for  other  categories  of  workers 
at  YBC.    The  range  of  incomes  for  light  industrial  employees  would  vary 
widely  depending  on  the  type  of  industry.    For  example,  the  median  annual 
salary  in  the  San  Francisco  -  Oakland  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area   was  about  $12,000  for  apparel  and  textile  products  workers,  about 
$17,400  for  electrical  and  electronic  equipment  workers,  and  about 
$22,500  for  printing  and  publishing  employees,  as  of  August,  1981. /I/ 
The  median  income  of  retaj'l  employees  was  about  $13,700  in  August 
1981. /I/    The  incomes  of  hotel,  downtown  support  and  commercial 
entertainment  employees  within  YBC  would  probably  be  similar  to  those  of 
retail  employees.    Using  this  range  of  incomes,  these  workers  could 
afford  between  about  $300  and  $560  per  month  for  rent  or  monthly  mortgage 
payments.    As  described  above,  this  range  would  be  rather  simplistic 
because  it  does  not  consider  the  incomes  of  other  household  members  nor 
household  circumstances. 

From  the  available  data,  office  employees  generally  have  higher  wages 
than  workers  generated  by  other  categories  of  land  uses  being 
contemplated  within  YBC.    It  seems  probable  that  non-office  YBC  employees 
would  be  less  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  than  would  office 
workers.    A  greater  proportion  of  non-office  employees  would  probably 
enter  the  rental  housing  market  than  would  office  employees. 
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TABLE  A:       HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


Gross  Maximum 

Annual  Income  Affordable 

Per  Household  Monthly  Housing  Cost  and  Type  of  Unit 

or  Housing  Monthly 

Per  Individual  Expenditure*      Cost**      Type  of  Unit    (Price)  Source 


(el) 
(fl) 

(f2) 

(f3) 


$5,000 

$125 

9,600  (a) 

240 

10,000 

250 

10,680 

267 

$267 

-  Census  Median  Rent 

11,560 

289 

289 

-  Studio  Apartments 

15,000 

375 

18,200 

455 

455 

-  Median  Rent,  All  Units 

20,000 

500 

23,520 

588 

588 

-  Rent,  3+  Bedroom  Units 

25,000  (b) 

625 

27,300  (c) 

683 

30,000  (b) 

750 

35,000 

875 

40,000 

1,000 

40,880 

1,022 
1,125 

1,022 

-  Lowest  House  Price  ($95,000) 

45,000 

1,125 

-  Census  Median  Value  ($104,600) 

50,000 

1,250 

52,560  (d) 

1,314 

55,000 

1,375 

65,080 

1,627 

1,627 

-  Median  House  Price  ($151,203) 

101,880 

2,547 

2,547 

-  Highest  House  Price  ($236,  750) 

300,000  (d) 

7,500 

(gi) 


*     The  Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines  (January, 
1982)  define  affordable  housing  as  follows:    rental  expenses  not  exceeding 
30%  of  gross  monthly  income,  adjusted  for  family  size;  and  home  ownership 
expenses  not  exceeding  38%  of  gross  monthly  income,  adjusted  for  family 
size,  including  mortgage  payments,  property  taxes,  insurance,  and/or 
homwownership  association  dues.    For  the  purpose  of  this  table,  30%  of 
gross  monthly  income  is  used  to  calculate  housing  aff ordabl i 1 ity  for  both 
renters  and  owners.    For  owners  it  is  assumed  that  8%  of  gross  monthly 
income  would  cover  property  taxes,  insurance,  and/or  homeownership 
association  dues  and  other  related  expenses.    No  adjustment  has  been  made 
for  family  size  because  family  circumstances  vary  widely. 
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TABLE  A:    HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME  (Continued) 


**  Monthly  housing  costs  refer  to  rents  and  mortgage  payments  for  the 

housing  prices  shown  in  parentheses;  sources  of  rents  and  house 
prices  are  as  footnoted.    Monthly  costs  of  ownership  housing  were 
calculated  as  monthly  mortgage  expenses  assuming  20%  down  payment, 
30-year  mortgage,  and  16%  interest  rate,  not  including  insurance, 
property  taxes,  and  other  related  housing  costs. 

a.  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  March,  1982,  "Area  wage  survey  for 
the  San  Francisco-Oakland,  California  Metropolitan  Area."  $9,600 
was  the  mean  1980  income  of  inexperienced  file  clerks,  one  of  the 
lowest-paid  office  occupations  listed. 

b.  The  range  of  $25,000  to  $30,000  is  assumed  to  approximate  the  median 
annual  income  of  office  employees  (see  the  Bank  of  Canton  FEIR, 

EE  80.296,  certified  July  15,  1982). 

c.  The  $27,300  income  figure  was  derived  by  inflating  the  $16,300 
median  income  of  downtown  office  workers  from  the  1974  SPUR  survey 
through  December,  1981  by  67%  using  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
national  wage  information  for  nonsupervisory  finance,  insurance,  and 
real  estate  sector  employees  since  1974. 

d.  Montgomery-Washington  Building  FEIR,  81.104E,  certified  January  28, 
1982.    The  median  salary  of  wage  earners  at  601  Montgomery  St.  was 
estimated  to  be  $52,560  and  the  highest  salary  for  corporate 
officers  $300,000,  according  to  a  1981  survey. 

e.  City  Planning  and  Information  Services,  "1980  Census  Information," 
March  1982:    1.  median  rent       2.  median  noncondominium  housing 
value.    Rental  data  include  residential  hotels  whose  rent  levels  may 
be  substantially  lower  than  other  types  of  rental  dwellings  and  may 
therefore  have  and  effect  on  the  median  rent. 

f.  Department  of  City  Planning,  "Rent  Survey,"  1980.       Median  rents 
are  for: 

1.    studio  apartments  2.    all  units  3.    3+  bedrooms 

These  data  are  based  on  a  small  nonrandom  sample  of  newspaper  ads 
and  may  not  reflect  true  rental  costs. 

g.  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  "Multiple  Sales  Service,"  October 
5,  1981.    (Annual  data  on  housing  sales  prices  includes  all  homes 
listed  by  the  Board  of  Realtors  that  were  sold  from  February  11, 
1981  to  October  1,  1981  in  San  Francisco): 

1.    lowest  price  2.    median  price  3.    highest  price 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  currently  negotiating  the  specific  designs  and 
details  of  the  proposed  YBC  Main  Program  with  Olympia  and  York. 
Information  regarding  the  types  and  prices  of  the  proposed  market-rate 
housing  is  not  available  for  public  release.    In  order  to  provide  an 
approximate  understanding  of  the  housing  that  would  be  provided  in  YBC, 
information  was  obtained  about  Opera  Plaza,  a  recent  market-rate  housing 
development  facilitated  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    It  is  not  known  to 
what  extent  the  market-rate  housing  in  YBC  would  be  comparable  to  Opera 
Plaza. 

The  information  regarding  Opera  Plaza  is  provided  here  for  general 
informational  purposes  and  is  not  intended  to  represent  an  actual 
description  of  the  proposed  market-rate  units  in  YBC.    Such  information  is 
not  currently  available. 

Opera  Plaza,  located  at  629  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  currently  has  about  100 
vacant  condominium  units  out  of  a  total  of  about  450  units.    These  units 
range  in  price  from  $109,000  for  a  studio  to  $145,000  for  a  one-bedroom 
unit,  to  $229,000  for  a  two-bedroom  unit.    Financing  is  available  to 
qualified  buyers  through  private  lending  institutions  for  mortgages  with 
9-1/8  percent  fixed-rate  interest,  a  30-year  repayment  period,  and  15 
percent  downpayment  for  first-time  buyers. /2/    Using  this  information, 
monthly  mortgage  payments  for  studio,  one-bedroom  and  two-bedroom  units 
would  be  about  $750,  $1,000,  and  $1,580,  respectively.    Allowing  30 
percent  of  gross  income  for  mortgage  expenses,  minimum  annual  household 
income  would  be  about  $30,200,  $40,100,  and  $63,400,  respectively,  in 
order  to  afford  the  three  types  of  units  at  Opera  Plaza.    Should  similarly 
priced  units  and  financing  arrangements  be  available  after  YBC 
development,  most  project  employees  in  single  wage  earner  households  would 
not  be  able  to  afford  the  market-rate  condominiums.    Depending  on  their 
incomes,  a  larger  proportion  of  households  with  two  or  more  wage  earners 
would  be  able  to  afford  similar  condominiums 

Footnotes 

/I/    California  Employment  Development  Department,  "California  Labor 
Market  Bulletin,  Statistical  Supplement,"  August  1981. 

HI    Jean  Serman,  Opera  Plaza  Sales  Representative,  telephone 
communication,  August  19,  1982. 


"TOOR"  Housing 
COMMENTS 

"This  section  of  the  Supplement  includes  as  one  basic  premise  a  grave 
falsehood:    the  development  of  the  remaining  'TOOR'  housing  (which  is  properly 
discussed  in  the  Housing  and  Business  Relocation  section  of  this  Supplement 
and  the  FEIR)  is  here  treated  as  an  'offset'  to  the  housing  demand  generated 
by  the  project's  proposed  office  development. 
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"In  fact,  this  remaining  subsidized  elderly  housing  (here  shown  as  365  units, 
including  the  soon-to-be-completed  Woolf  ^-use  II),  AS  IS  WELL  KNOWN  BY  ALL 
CONCERNED,  was,  is,  and  always  has  been  intended  to  replace  in  part  the 
housing  demolished  for  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project,  as  agreed  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  in  the  Settlement  Agreement  of  1973  resovling  "TOOR  vs. 
HUD,  SFRA,  et  al."    Therefore  it  is  patently  fraudlent  and  deceptive  to 
attempt  to  'count'  these  units  a  second  time  in  any  other  context  as  meeting 
any  identified  demand  except  as  replacement  of  those  former  units. 

"As  a  matter  of  legal  accuracy,  all  mention  of  these  subsidized  units  must  be 
stricken  from  this  section  of  the  Supplement  and  Table  12.    Any  mention  of 
these  units  in  the  discussion  of  the  Office  Housing  Production  Program  would 
have  to  note  that  they  could  only  be  counted  if  the  developers  of  the  proposed 
office  development  should  'cause'  them  'to  be  built',  which  is  not  now 
proposed.    Since  Woolf  House  II  is  already  financed,  this  is  not  possible  for 
that  project.    For  the  remaining  two  sites,  present  cost  information  would 
show  an  equity  contribution  of  more  than  $10  million  would  be  required  to  meet 
such  a  requirement.    These  facts  must  either  be  stated  truely,  or  all  such 
discussion  must  be  stricken. 

"Other  commentors  may  wish  to  comment  further  on  the  shortcomings  of  this 
section.    However,  if  our  demand  for  changes  is  not  satisfactorily  met  we  must 
necessarily,  though  against  our  sincere  desire,  refer  this  matter  to  our  legal 
counsel  for  appropriate  subsequent  action.    The  "TOOR  Agreement"  cannot  be 
perverted  to  other  false  purposes."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

"On  page  103  ...it  gives  us  the  number  of  market  rate  dwellings  that  are  going 
to  go  in  under  these  plans,  two-to-one  market  rate  to  subsidized  housing.  But 
that's  only  if  you  count  those  dwellings  that  came  about  from  the  lawsuits 
that  were  filed  ten  years  ago.    And  I  don't  think  it's  fair.    That's  not 
cricket  to  include  those  units  as  mitigation  or  as  even  any  part  of  this 
discussion  about  what  the  environmental  impact  of  this  development  coming  up 
is."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"The  EIR  claims  that  subsidized  housing  in  the  Main  Program  would  help  to 
mitigate  the  projects  housing  impact.    How  much  of  this  subsidized  housing  was 
actually  required  to  mitigate  the  displacement  impacts  caused  by  YBC 
demolition  of  the  neighborhood?    Any  housing  developed  to  mitigate  dislocation 
impacts  cannot  be  considered  to  also  mitigate  demand  due  to  future  office 
workers."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"Obviously  subsidized  elderly  housing  cannot  be  identified  as  a  housing 
resource  for  these  households  due  to  both  income  and  age  limits  on  such 
rentals." 

"As  to  the  'double  counting'  of  the  remaining  'TOOR'  housing  to  be  developed, 
anyone  with  an  ounce  of  sense  must  recognize  if  it  were  relocation  housing  in 
the  FEIR,  as  was  so  stated,  it  cannot  now  be  converted  to  units  supposed  to 
meet  the  demand  of  new  development.    In  order  to  take  that  perspective,  one 
would  first  have  to  consider  the  net  balance  of  housing  demolished  for  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  project  since  its  inception,  versus  the  total  relocation 
housing,  however  defined,  produced.    This  balance  would  certainly  be  a 
negative  figure  (more  destroyed  than  built). 
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"Thus,  to  be  consistent,  not  only  would  the  total  housing  demand  of  the  YBC 
project  include  that  demand  created  by  the  project's  direct  and  secondary  net 
new  employment  household  growth,  but  also  the  negative  net  balance  of 
demolished  vs.  relocation  housing. 

"In  any  event  Table  12  on  page  134  of  the  Second  Supplement  is  absolutely 
bogus  as  it  stands."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

In  1970,  Tenants  and  Owners  in  Opposition  to  Redevelopment  (TOOR)  filed  an 
action  in  the  U.S.  District  Court  against  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD 
relating  to  the  displacement  and  relocation  of  persons  living  within  the 
YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    On  July  19,  1973,  a  final  order  and 
judgment  was  entered  dismissing  the  complaint  with  prejudice  and  approving 
a  settlement  agreement  dated  May  15,  1973.    Under  that  agreement  the 
Agency  agreed  to  provide  four  additional  housing  sites  in  or  adjacent  to 
YBC  and  re-affirmed  its  commitment  to  provide  1500  new  or  rehabilitated 
low-income  housing  units  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The 
agreement  also  established  procedures  for  the  relocation  of  remaining 
project  residents  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  7). 

By  1977,  1,660  low-income  housing  units  had  been  provided  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  within  San  Francisco,  either  through  renovation  or 
new  construction  (see  Table  5,  p.  85  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  a  complete  list 
of  these  units).    Completion  of  the  900  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly 
on  four  YBC  sites  will  fulfill  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  remaining 
obligation  under  the  "TOOR"  agreement. 

The  "TOOR"  housing  in  YBC  is  intended  to  replenish  low-income  housing 
stock  in  the  area;  it  has  not  been  reserved  just  for  YBC  displacees.  It 
is  available  to  anyone  meeting  the  age  and  income  requirements.  The 
housing  impact  calculations  are  revised  below,  however,  to  completely 
exclude  the  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly,  because  (as  is  noted  in  the 
second  full  paragraph  on  p.  133  of  the  EIR)  few  office  workers,  if  any, 
would  be  eligible  for  the  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  in  YBC. 

Table  12  on  p.  134  of  the  EIR  is  changed  as  shown  below  to  exclude  the 
"TOOR"  housing.    The  first  two  full  paragraphs  on  p.  133  of  the  EIR  are 
replaced  with  the  following: 

Two  formulae  are  currently  available  to  project  the  San  Francisco 
housing  demand  of  Downtown  San  Francisco  office  employees.    These  two 
formulae  are  based  on  two  separate  studies,  which  although  presenting 
differing  results,  are  generally  attributed  equal  validity.  Since 
littU  other  information  is  available  to  independently  verify  either 
study,  both  are  used  below  to  generate  a  possible  range  of  San 
Francisco  housing  demand  due  to  new  San  Francisco  office 
development.    Expressing  the  housing  demand  as  a  possible  range  of 
demand  is  an  attempt  to  incorporate  some  of  the  uncertainty  of  the 
analyis  into  the  analysis  itself. 
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The  formula  developed  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates,  and  contained  in 
Appendix  C  of  the  101  Montgomery  Street  Final  EIR  /6/  estimates  that 
15%  to  30%  of  new  San  Francisco  office  employees  would  be  expected  to 
move  to  San  Francisco,  and  that  each  of  these  households  would 
contain  an  average  of  1.4  San  Francisco  workers.    The  Main  Program 
would  provide  about  10,600  new  office  jobs  (this  estimate  does  not 
include  jobs  in  existing  office  space  in  YBC);  application  of  the 
101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  formula  results  in  a  projected  San 
Francisco  housing  demand  range  of  about  1,130  to  2,260  units. 

The  formula  contained  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  "Office  / 
Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines"  /7/  estimates 
that  40%  of  new  San  Francisco  office  employees  would  choose  to  move 
to  San  Francisco,  and  that  each  of  these  households  would  contain  an 
average  of  1.8  San  Francisco  workers.    The  projected  Main  Program 
office  worker  housing  demand  based  on  the  OHPP  formula  would  be  for 
2,360  units. 

The  results  of  both  formulae  are  shown  in  Table  12,  under  "Demand  for 
Dwelling  Units."    Combining  the  results  of  the  101  Montgomery  Street 
FEIR  formula  and  the  OHPP  formula  yields  a  Main  Program  San  Francisco 
housing  demand  range  of  about  1,130  units  to  2,360  units.    As  shown 
in  Table  12,  the  Main  Program  would  supply  1,970  markt-rate  units, 
which  is  within  the  estimated  demand  range.    Therefore,  the  Main 
Program  might  or  might  not  include  enough  housing  to  fill  its  office 
workers'  San  Francisco  housing  demand.    The  uncertainty  of  the 
analysis  does  not  allow  a  definite  conclusion  in  this  case.    Were  the 
Main  Program  to  have  841  fewer  dwelling  units,  it  would  not  have 
enough  units  to  satisfy  the  projected  minimum  San  Francisco  housing 
demand  of  its  office  workers.    However,  were  the  Main  Program  to 
include  an  additional  391  dwelling  units,  it  would  have  more  than 
enough  to  meet  the  projected  maximum  San  Francisco  housing  demand  of 
its  office  workers.  - 

(It  should  be  noted  that  this  calculation  is  also  sensitive  to 
varying  the  amount  of  office  space  in  the  Main  Program.    For  example, 
provision  of  250,000  more  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  Main 
Program  would  result  in  a  combined  housing  demand  range  of  about 
1,490  to  3,110  San  Francisco  units.    If  all  500  units  of  Main  Program 
housing  on  CB-1  were  eliminated  in  conjunction  with  this  office  space 
increase,  the  total  number  of  YBC  housing  units  would  be  20  units 
less  than  the  projected  minimum  housing  demand.) 

Table  12  indicates  that  none  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  would 
supply  more  housing  than  their  maximum  projected  office  worker 
housing  demand.    Only  Alternative  C  and  the  Main  Program  would  supply 
enough  housing  to  exceed  their  minimum  housing  demand.    Alternative  C 
would  be  more  likely  than  the  Main  Program  to  meet  its  housing 
demand,  because  it  would  need  only  71  more  units  to  exceed  its 
maximum  projected  San  Francisco  housing  demand  (versus  391  more  units 
for  the  Main  Program). 
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TABLE  12;         PROJECTED  HOUSING  DEMAND  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  OF  TO-BE-BUILT  YBC 
OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT* 


YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVES   MAIN 

A                B  C  D  PROGRAM 

Demand  for 
Dwel 1 ing  Units 

101  Montgomery  FEIR**     2,710  to  1,200  to  520  to    1,320  to  1,130  to 

5,420  2,350  1,040  2,650  2,260 

OHPP***                          5,620  2,440  1,070  2,760  2,360 


Proposed 
Market  Rate 
Dwell ings 

Units  50  650        1,000  0  1,970 


Excess 
Demand**** 


101  Montgomery  2,660  to        520  to  0  to    1,320  to  0  to 

FEIR  (units)  5,370  1,700  40        2,650  290 

OHPP  (units)***  5,570  1,790  70        2,760  390 


*    Existing  office  space  and  housing  in  YBC  are  not  included  in  the 
calculation  of  excess  housing  demand,  because  it  is  assumed  that  existing 
office  workers  have  housing  and  that  existing  housing  is  meeting  an  existing 
demand.    The  office  space  and  housing  listed  as  "existing"  in  Table  1,  p.  32 
has  been  subtracted,  therefore,  from  the  land  use  totals  in  Table  2,  p.  35  for 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main  Program.    The  remaining  office  space 
proposed  or  under  construction  is  included  in  the  housing  demand  calculation. 
Proposed  and  existing  subsidized  housing  units  within  YBC  resulting  from 
"TOOR"  vs.  HUD,  SFRA,  et  al."  1973  settlement  agreement  are  excluded  from  this 
analysis. 

**  This  formula  assumes  that  15%  to  30%  of  office  employees  would  move  to  San 
Francisco,  and  that  there  would  be  an  average  of  1.4  Downtown  workers  in  each 
San  Francisco  household  that  contains  Downtown  workers.    These  projections  are 
based  on  research  done  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates  for  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  FEIR  (EE  80.26,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  80122308),  May  7,  1981. 
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TABLE  12  continued 


***  This  formula  assumes  that  40%  of  office  employees  would  reside  in  San 
Francisco  and  1.8  workers  would  occupy  each  household.    This  demand  formula  is 
contained  in  "Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines," 
Department  of  City  Planning,  January  22,  1982.    The  demand  formula  is 
expressed  in  terms  of  housing  units.    OHPP  entitles  developers  to  one  housing 
"credit"  for  each  bedroom  provided.    Developer  accumulation  of  a  certain 
number  of  housing  "credits"  can  satisfy  OHPP  requirements,  although  it  may  not 
completely  mitigate  the  projected  housing  demand.    The  analysis  in  the  table 
above  uses  the  demand  formula  from  OHPP  only.    A  calculation  of  developer 
"credits"  was  not  performed,  primarily  because  it  is  not  known  how  many 
bedrooms  would  be  provided  in  each  proposed  Main  Program  dwelling  unit. 
Therefore,  compliance  with  the  OHPP  guidelines  cannot  be  determined  based  on 
the  numbers  presented  above. 

****  These  figures  are  "demand"  minus  total  units  proposed  (all  market-rate 
units).    The  "excess  demand"  is  presented  as  a  range,  because  the  estimating 
method  used  to  generate  "demand"  produces  a  range  (see  **).    If  the  lower 
number  in  the  "excess  demand"  range  is  greater  than  zero,  then  housing  demand 
cannot  be  satisfied  in  YBC.    If  the  lower  end  of  the  range  is  zero  and  the 
upper  end  greater  than  zero,  then  housing  demand  may  or  may  not  be  satisfied 
within  YBC.    Excess  demand  calculations  were  made  without  considering  the 
aff ordabi 1 ity  of  the  proposed  units  for  projected  employees. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


The  subsection  entitled  "City  Policy  II I  Housing  Requirements"  on  p.  135 
of  the  EIR  is  deleted.  The  subsection  entitled  "Variants,"  contained  on 
pp.  135-136  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

Including  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Off ice-and-Retai 1 
Variant  for  CB-1,  in  the  Main  Program  would  reduce  the  amount  of 
housing  in  the  Main  Program  (by  300  market-rate  units),  while 
increasing  the  amount  of  office  space  (by  400,000  sq.  ft.).  Using 
the  two  housing  demand  formulae  described  above  and  shown  in 
Table  12,  the  total  San  Francisco  demand  range  of  Variant  A's  office 
workers  would  be  for  about  1,300  units  to  about  2,720  units  ^this 
demand  includes  that  from  CB-1  plus  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program). 
This  variant  would  supply  a  total  of  1,670  market-rate  units  (on 
CB-1  plus  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program),  which  would  be  within  the 
projected  demeand  range,  although  exceeding  the  projected  minimum 
demand  by  only  370  units. 
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Including  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  in  the  Main 
Program  would  not  change  the  units  demanded  by  the  Main  Program  as 
proposed,  but  would  reduce  proposed  on-site  market-rate  housing  by 
500  dwelling  units.    The  resulting  total  of  1,470  market-rate  units 
for  all  of  YBC  would  be  within  the  projected  housing  demand  range 
(1,130  units  to  2,360  units),  but  by  only  340  units. 

Including  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  not  affect 
the  housing  demand,  and  would  increase  the  amount  of  market-rate 
housing  in  YBC  by  300  dwelling  units  to  2,270  dwelling  units. 
Similar  to  Variants  A  and  B  and  the  Main  Program,  Variant  C's 
housing  supply  would  be  within  the  projected  combined  demand  range 
of  1,130  units  to  2,360  units.    However,  Variant  C's  supply  would 
exceed  the  projected  minimum  demand  by  a  greater  number  of  units, 
about  1,140  units,  while  providing  within  about  90  units  of  the 
projected  maximum  demand. 

Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Off ice  Variant  for  EB-2, 
would  reduce  the  amount  of  office  space  in  the  Main  Program  by 
400,000  sq.  ft.,  to  a  total  of  3,672,000  sq.  ft.,  and  would  increase 
the  supply  of  market-rate  housing  in  YBC  by  400  units  to 
2,370  units.    The  reduction  in  office  space  would  result  in  a  total 
YBC  housing  demand  range  of  about  960  units  to  1,910  units. 
Variant  D,  therefore,  would  supply  more  San  Francisco  housing  units 
(about  460  units  more)  than  its  projected  maximum  office-worker 
demand.    Of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  the  Main  Program  and  the 
variants,  it  would  be  the  only  set  of  uses  for  YBC  to  do  so. 


Owner  Occupancy  of  Market-Rate  Units  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"Page  209,  Paragraph  2.    Purchasers  of  market-rate  condominium  units  should 
not  be  required  to  occupy  the  units  for  at  least  one  year  after  the  date  of 
purchase.    It  is  unclear  to  us  which  specific  impacts  this  particular 
mitigation  measure  is  designed  to  ameliorate.    In  addition,  this  measure  could 
significantly  limit  our  ability  to  market  and  finance  the  project." 
(Joseph  Madonna) 

"Page  209,  Redevelopment  Agency  could  require  that  sales  agreements  would 
disallow  use  of  units  for  time  share,  assuring  permanent  residents  would 
occupy  the  housing  that's  going  to  be  built."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  mitigation  measure  referred  to  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  209  is 
designed  to  increase  the  actual  housing  stock  available  to  permanent  San 
Francisco  residents.    Corporations  sometimes  buy  market-rate  condominiums 
for  use  by  traveling  executives.    Utilizing  YBC  housing  stock  as 
transient  executive  hotels  or  for  time-sharing  would  defeat  the 
Redevelopment  Agency's  objective  of  providing  new  permanent  housing  to 
City  residents. 
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In  order  to  have  the  second  mitigation  measure  on  p.  209  more  directly 
mitigate  the  impacts  it  is  intended  to  mitigate,  this  measure  is  revised 
as  follows: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  sales 
agreements  of  all  market-rate  housing  units  proposed  for  YBC  to 
specify  that  the  purchasers  must  agree  not  to  participate  in 
time-share  ownership  of  the  unit,  as  well  as  agree  to  occupy  the 
units  for  at  least  one  year  after  purchase. 


Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in  YBC  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"Regarding  the  feasibility  of  additional  subsidized  housing  units: 
Please  analyze  the  alternative  use  of  the  funds  which  are  proposed  to  be 
directed  to  the  creation  of  the  200,000  square  foot  'major  museum'.  Consider 
a  scenario  wherein  all  of  the  development  costs  which  would  have  gone  towards 
the  'major  museum'  construction  (and  operation)  would  be  used  to  subsidize 
housing  (changing  market  rate  units  to  subsidized  units)  instead,  and  block 
EB-2  would  have  200,000  square  feet  less  development.    This  would  result  in  a 
small  reduction  in  the  project's  impacts  and  create  housing  mitigation  of  much 
more  value  than  market  rate  housing.    I.e.,  how  much  would  the  cultural  center 
cost?   And  how  many  additional  subsidized  units  would  that  amount  of  money 
generate?"    (Carl  Imparato) 

"...I  too  share  the  joint  commissioners'  concern  and  the  public's  concern 
about  the  lack  of  low  and  moderate  rate  housing  in  the  environmental  impact 
study."    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 

"Analyze  a  range  of  subsidized  housing  units,  i.e.,  900  to  some  higher  number 
of  dwelling  units."    (Commissjoner  Blomquist) 

"I  am  very  concerned  that  there  seems  to  be  no  low-  and  middle-income  housing 
provided  for  in  this  project."    (Commissioner  Klein) 

"[The  EIR]  fails  to  recommend  substitution  of  affordable  housing  for  the 
proposed  luxury  condos  as  a  means  of  providing  living  space  for  the  project's 
employees." 

"It  fails  to  recommend  substitution  of  affordable  housing,  truly  affordable 
housing  for  the  middle  class  and  middle  income  and  lower  income  people,  in 
lieu  of  the  proposed  luxury  condos,  as  a  means  of  providing  living  space  for 
the  project's  employees."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

"The  two-to-one  ratio  of  market  rate  housing  to  subsidized  housing,  it  seems 
to  me,  is  preposterous.  ...There  is  the  possibility  of  building  affordable 
housing  in  the  southern  blocks  and  in  the  eastern  blocks,  and  I  think  you 
ought  to  take  another  look  at  that."    (Jack  Morrison) 
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"Require  market-rate  housing  developers  to  write  down  the  cost  or  rents  of  20% 
of  the  housing  units  to  moderate-income  levels  (in  YBC)."    (John  Elberling) 

"Since  the  housing  impacts  section  of  the  Second  Supplement  is  in  gross  error, 
the  omission  of  mitigation  perpetuates  and  exacerbates  this  error.  Such 
mitigation  is  readily  identifiable:  as  noted  in  the  1978  FEIR,  the 
recommendations  of  the  'Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Verba  Buena  Center' 
included  the  recommendation  that  '300  units  of  subsidized  family  housing  be 
included  within  the  project  area'  (recommendation  #9,  page  18  of  the  FEIR 
Appendix).    To  date,  no  action  has  been  taken  on  this  recommendation." 

"The  production  of  said  300  units,  whether  within  the  boundaries  of  YBC  or  the 
South  of  Market's  concentration  of  family  housing  noted  in  the  Second 
Supplement,  must  be  included  as  mitigation  of  the  proposed  project  at  this 
time. 

"The  1978  YBC  FEIR  and  the  1981  First  Supplement  both  omitted  any  Housing 
Impacts  Mitigationl    Now  the  DFEIRS2  also  omits  any  mitigation!!  Presumably 
this  is  based  on  both  the  inadequate  analysis  of  the  full  regional  extent  of 
the  proposed  project's  housing  impacts,  its  housing  affordabi 1 ity  impacts,  and 
its  cumulative  housing  demand  impacts  in  conjunction  with  other  proposed 
downtown  San  Francisco  development,  as  well  as  the  'double  counting'  of  the 
YBC  relocation  housing." 

"Alternatively,  the  mitigation  would  be  the  required  production  of  housing  by 
all  YBC  project  developers  as  per  the  City  Planning  Commission  'OHPP'  cited  in 
the  Second  Supplement.    As  noted  above,  the  Supplement's  calculation  and 
application  of  the  'OHPP'  formula  to  the  proposed  project  are  totally 
erroneous."    (David  Jones) 

"The  subsidized  units  in  the  Major  Program  do  not  satisfy  the  need  for  housing 
mitigation,  since  they  are  already  counted  as  mitigation  for  housing 
displacement  due  to  the  YBC  project's  destruction  of  existing  housing. 
Additional  mitigation  should  be  required,  and  that  mitigation  should  match  the 
economic  profiles  of  the  project-generated  employees.    Therefore,  the 
appropriate  number  of  proposed  market-rate  units  should  be  brought  down  in 
cost  by  subsidies  from  the  developer,  and  an  appropriate  number  of  units 
should  be  developed  as  rental  units  with  affordable  rents.    Developers  should 
be  required  by  the  Agency  to  fully  mitigate  all  housing  impacts  on  a 
sector-by-sector  basis  (rental/owner,  lo/mod/market  rate)."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"ABAG's  city  counci Imembers  and  county  supervisors  support  expansion  of  the 
housing  supply  in  areas  easily  accessible  to  major  job  centers  to  lessen  the 
imbalance  between  jobs  and  housing,  reduce  transportation  commute  loads  and 
impacts  on  air  quality  and  alleviate  upward  pressures  on  housing  prices  in  the 
Bay  Area.    They  urge  that  cities  with  job  growth  in  excess  of  past  housing 
growth  accept  responsibility  for  providing  more  housing  at  price  ranges  and 
levels  affordable  to  workers  coming  to  these  new  jobs." 

"The  Proposed  Main  Program  will  result  in  1970  market-rate  and  900  subsidized 
dwelling  units.    ABAG  staff  members  support  this  program  as  it  provides  the 
highest  number  of  housing  units  of  any  of  the  alternative  programs.  We 
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continue  to  be  concerned,  however,  about  the  displacement  of  area  residents. 
Staff  members  support  the  measures  listed  on  pages  S-16  and  17  in  way  of 
mitigation  of  this  problem."    (Michael  A.  Visconti) 

RESPONSE 

The  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Verba  Buena  Center  drew  up  a  list  of  17 
recommendations  for  YBC  on  August  31,  1976;  these  are  listed  on  pp.  17-19 
of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices.    Recommendation  No.  10  (not  9,  as  referred  to 
by  the  Commentor)  called  for  the  construction  of  300  subsidized  family 
housing  units  within  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    Construction  of 
these  units,  in  addition  to  888  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly,  was 
analyzed  as  part  of  Alternatives  B  and  C  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  300 
subsidized  family  units  were  not  included  in  the  Main  Program  (which  has 
maintained  the  commitment  to  900  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly,  in 
compliance  with  the  "TOOR"  settlement),  because  funding  available  for 
subsidized  family  housing  under  the  Federal  Section  8  program  has  been 
greatly  reduced  from  1977-78  levels. 

Public  funding  for  additional  subsidized  units  in  YBC  is  not  readily 
available.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  could,  however,  isssue  tax-exempt 
mortgage  revenue  bonds  to  provide  additional  affordable  rental  housing  in 
YBC.    The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  first  measure 
on  p.  207  of  the  EIR: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  issuing  tax-exempt  mortgage 
revenue  bonds  to  finance  rental  housing  development  in  YBC.    If  this 
type  of  financing  were  successful,  under  Federal  law  (Mortgage 
Subsidy  Revenue  Bond  Tax  Act  of  1981)  20%  of  the  rental  units  would 
have  to  be  made  available  to  households  which  have  incomes  within 
the  eligibility  limits  of  the  Federal  'Section  8'  Program. 

One  of  the  Commentors  above  has  suggested  trading  some  of  the  Main 
Program  proposed  benefits  for  additional  subsidized  housing.  For 
example,  he  recommends  that  funds  used  to  subsidize  the  proposed  major 
museum  for  FB-2  be  used  instead  to  subsidize  housing.    The  200,000 
square-foot  major  museum  under  consideration  for  EB-2  would  probably  be 
built  and  supported  as  other  museums  in  the  City  are,  primarily  through 
private  contributions.    There  currently  is  no  indication  that  any  funds 
to  build  or  operate  the  museum  would  come  from  Olympia  and  York  (0  &  Y). 
Elimination  of  the  museum,  therefore,  would  not  make  funds  available  to 
subsidize  housing. 

Other  public  benefits  included  in  the  "Gardens"  portion  of  the  Main 
Program  would  be:    1)  pedestrian  plazas  (totalling  roughly  170,000  sq. 
ft.  connecting  Market  St.  with  the  Convention  Center;  2)  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  public  "Gardens"  (totalling  roughly  255,400  sq.  ft.); 
3)  construction  of  space  for  cultural  uses,  such  as  exhibit  space  and  a 
performing  theatre  (totalling  a  maximum  of  140,000  sq.  ft.)  (see  the 
response  under  Specification  of  Cultural  Uses,  p.  C&R-3);  4)  construction 
of  space  for  amusement /recreation/  entertainment  uses  (totalling  roughly 
255,000  sq.  ft.);  and  5)  a  development  density  on  CB-2  and  -3  below  that 
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allowed  by  the  City  Planning  Code  (represented  by  Alternative  D  in 
Table  2,  p.  35  of  the  EIR).    Since  provision  of  the  benefits  listed  above 
is  among  the  major  objectives  of  the  YBC  project/1/,  elimination  of  these 
for  provision  of  other  benefits,  such  as  subsidized  housing,  has  not  been 
considered  as  part  of  the  Main  Program.    It  should  be  noted,  however,  the 
YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  B  and  C  both  included  1,188  subsidized  dwelling 
units,  288  more  than  proposed  under  the  Main  Program.    The  environmental 
analysis  of  these  two  Alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  this 
Supplement  by  reference. 

Calculations  presented  in  response  to  the  "TOOR"  Housing  comments, 
p.  C&R-56,  indicate  that  the  Main  Program  housing  supply,  without 
including  the  subsidized  units,  would  be  within  the  projected  San 
Francisco  housing  demand  range  of  its  office  workers.    The  af fordabil ity 
of  the  Main  Program's  market-rate  units  is  addressed  in  response  to 
Housing  Affordabi 1 ity,  p.  C&R-48.    City-wide  cumulative  housing  demand  is 
addressed  under  Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42.    These  responses 
note  the  difficulty  in  quantifying  the  project  impacts  in  these 
categories.    However,  the  additional  mitigation  measure  listed  above  is 
added  to  the  text  with  the  intention  of  at  least  partially  addressing  the 
City's  need  for  affordable  housing. 

Footnote: 

/!/  The  Redevelopment  Agency's  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ)  (April, 
1980)  lists  its  four  major  objectives  for  development  of  YBC's  Central 
Blocks  on  p.  18.    Objective  4  states: 

The  Agency  desires  that  the  Superblock  to  the  south--Parcel  2--and 
the  rooftop  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center--Parcel  3--accommodate 
low  density  development  in  a  landscaped  setting  of  high  amenities, 
including  mature  landscaping,  street  furniture,  fountains,  gazebos, 
and  comparable  features. 

The  objective  is  to  achieve  an  'urban  garden,'  to  create  something 
uniquely  San  Francisco  with  uses  that  could  include  fairs, 
children's  theaters,  markets,  shops  and  a  variety  of  other 
activities;  to  have  places  for  people  to  dine,  relax  and  enjoy  the 
City  in  a  casual  atmosphere  in  a  garden  setting. 

It  is  expected  that  the  open  space  on  this  block  will  be  designed 
with  extensive  landscaping  and  also  developed  to  accommodate  large 
public  gatherings.    The  character  of  the  open  space  should  be 
park-like  and  established  with  the  use  of  large  trees,  plants  and 
flowers. 
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Citywide  Specialty  Retail 
COMMENTS 

"The  other  concern  that  I  have  that  the  development  of  a  large  retail  area 
South  of  Market,  without  analyzing  its  impact  on  the  rest  of  the  retail  market 
in  San  Francisco,  might  prove  to  be  a  diffusion  of  effort  which  may  not  be 
sustained  by  the  future  growth  of  tourism."    (Commissioner  Klein) 

"On  August  10th,  1981,  the  [Fisherman's  Wharf  Merchants]  Association  submitted 
numerous  questions,  which  you  have  undoubtedly  in  your  file,  to  the  agency  on 
the  issue  of  the  significant  overriding  concerns  allegedly  justifying  the 
finding  of  significant  adverse  impact... and  they  have  not  been  answered.  The 
questions  pertain  to  the  expected  economic  impact  of  this  project  upon  other 
commercial  areas  in  the  city.    The  questions  are  critical  to  the  economic 
analysis  which  this  agency  would  use  as  justification  on  the  record  for  a 
finding  of  an  overriding  concern,  justifying  the  significant  adverse  impact 
which  is  of  record.    Such  a  justification  should  have  been  either  in  the  EIR 
or,  if  you  want  to  be  technical  about  it,  not  in  the  EIR,  but  in  an 
accompanying  document  simultaneously  submitted  with  the  EIR." 
(Darrell  Solomon) 

"Today  the  'Main  Program'  of  the  EIR  outlines  a  Commercial  Entertainment  and 
Retail  component  totaling  a  maximum  of  751,000  square  feet.    That  amount  to 
nine  times  the  size  of  The  Cannery.    It  is  the  largest  mass  of  retail 
development  ever  proposed  for  San  Francisco. 

"Unlike  most  American  cities,  San  Francisco  has  a  commercial  fabric  which  is 
healthy  and  vibrant.    The  avenues,  the  wharf,  downtown.  Union  Street,  the 
Castro  and  other  parts  of  The  City  are  alive  with  fine  shops  and  eating 
places.    Most  of  these  areas  „are  currently  experiencing  a  slump  in  business 
which  is  largely  attributed  to  the  decline  with  tourism.    A  massive,  overbuilt 
retail  development  in  the  heart  of  the  convention  center  could  have  a 
devastating  impact  on  the  established,  flourishing  retail  areas  of  San 
Francisco.    The  following  pages  raise  many  questions  which  must  be  answered  in 
order  to  avoid  a  catastrophe." 

"No  attempt  has  been  made  to  update  or  to  expand  upon  the  economic  impacts 
relative  to  specialty  retail  in  the  latest  EIR  Report.    In  the  latest  EIR,  the 
'Main  Program'  (whose  'variants  consist  of  a  series  of  uses  and  square 
footages  ...  which  represent  a  reasonable  estimate  of  a  development  program 
likely  to  emerge  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center')  provides  for  a  maximum  floor 
space  of  255,000  square  feet  for  Commercial  Entertainment  and  496,000  square 
feet  for  Commercial  Retail.    Since  this  is  the  scale  and  mix  of  what  should  be 
expected  at  YBC,  the  EIR  can  be  more  specific  on  assessing  the  impacts." 

"Estimate  the  Commercial  Retail  and  Cormiercial  Entertainment  gross  revenues  at 
YBC  for  the  first  five  years  of  operation." 
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"Calculate  expenditures  at  YBC  by  class  as  follows: 
Tourist 

Convention  delegate 
Non-convention  business  traveler 
Employee,  non-resident 
Non-San  Francisco  resident 
San  Francisco  resident" 

"Calculate  the  impact  of  the  YBC  development  on  existing  centers  of  commerce 
such  as  the  financial  district,  the  northern  waterfront  and  the  Civic  Center." 

"As  the  data  [an  update  of  the  Wil 1 iams-Kuebelbeck  Report]  indicates,  the  rate 
of  growth  in  the  convention  and  visitor  industry  has  leveled  off  significantly 
during  the  last  five  years.    It  must  be  assumed  that  this  trend  will  continue 
throughout  most  of  the  1980  decade, 

"The  EIR  was  based  on  favorable  market  conditions  and  optimistic  assumptions, 
extrapolated  from  trends  which  seemed  strong  at  the  time.    In  order  to  be 
accurate,  the  EIR  must  address  todays  market  conditions.    The  EIR  must  raise 
its  basic  market  assumptions." 

"Based  upon  the  update  of  the  Wi 1 1 iams-Kuebelbeck  Report,  San  Francisco 
currently  has  an  over-supply  of  retail  and  restaurants.    In  addition,  the 
current  economic  crisis  exacerbates  a  negative  business  cycle.    Businesses  in 
Union  Square,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Union  Street  and  other  areas  of  the  City  are 
suffering.    Planning  and  construction  of  a  number  of  other  developments 
continue,  such  as  Neiman-Marcus ,  the  Ferry  Building,  the  Fifth  and  Market/J.C. 
Penney  Building  Project,  Crocker  Plaza,  Opera  Plaza,  and  the  South  of 
Market/Southern  Pacific  Project.    There  is  a  saturation  point.    The  dangers  of 
over-building  are  great." 

"What  is  the  aggregate  retail  and  restaurant  expenditure  likely  to  be  for  the 
balance  of  the  decade  in  San  Francisco? 

"Forecast  the  future  supply  for  specialty  retail  facilities,  e.g.  YBC,  Ferry 
Building."    (Fisherman's  Wharf  Merchants  Association) 

RESPONSE 

Market  feasibility  and  market  impact  studies  are  beyond  what  is  legally 
required  by  CEQA  for  environmental  analysis  (State  CEQA  Guidelines, 
Sections  21060.5  and  21151,  as  amended  by  Senate  Bill  803).    However,  in 
recognition  of  the  concerns  expressed  in  the  comments  above,  the  following 
is  added  at  the  end  of  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  128. 

Construction  of  the  Main  Program,  particularly  its  hotels,  cultural 
uses,  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses,  specialty 
retai 1 -commercai 1  uses,  and  the  "Gardens",  all  within  one  or  two 
blocks  of  the  George  Moscone  Convention  Center  (on  CB-3),  would  make 
YBC  a  major  tourist  and  visitor  center  in  San  Francisco.  If 
successfully  conceived  and  operated,  establishment  of  YBC  as  a  major 
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tourist  and  visitor  center  could  attract  additional  visitors 
(conventioneers)  to  San  Francisco  and  encourage  them  to  stay  longer 
and  bring  their  spouses,  thus  benefitting  existing  tourist  areas  such 
as  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Union  Square,  Pier  39,  Chinatown,  Ghirardelli 
Square  and  the  Embarcadero  Center.    If  YBC  retail  and  entertainment 
uses  are  only  partially  successful,  and  additional  tourists  are  not 
attracted  to  the  City,  then  the  additional  space  could  have  a 
negative  economic  impact  on  established  retail  areas.    In  this  case, 
the  convenience  of  YBC's  specialty  retail  to  the  convention  center 
and  the  Downtown  Hotel  District  could  attract  existing  visitors  who 
might  otherwise  explore  other  retail  areas,  without  attracting 
additional  visitors  to  the  City.    YBC  could  thus  emerge  as  a 
competetive  influence  in  the  overall  City  pattern  of  attraction  to 
visitors . 

Specific  economic  information  and  detailed  plans  for  the  Main  Program  will 
be  made  available  to  the  public  prior  to  the  hearings  on  the  proposed  land 
disposition  and  development  agreement(s)  (LDA's).    It  should  be  noted  that 
uses  in  the  Main  Program  and  the  variants  are  maximums  designed  to  insure 
full  environmental  evaluation.    It  is  unlikely,  for  example,  that  the  IDA 
for  the  Central  Blocks  will  contain  the  magnitude  of  retail  commercial 
square  footage  indicated  in  the  Main  Program  (shown  in  Tables  1  and  2, 
pp.  32-37  of  the  EIR).    The  public  hearing  on  the  LDA  for  the  Central 
Blocks  portion  of  the  Main  Program  is  now  expected  sometime  in  1983. 


Light  Industrial  Jobs 
COMMENTS 

"The  Main  Program  proposes  a  significant  reduction  on  light  industrial  uses. 
Because  the  City's  unemployment  is  primarly  in  the  blue-collar  and  unskilled 
sectors,  light  industrial  uses  are  precisely  those  uses  which  should  be 
stressed,  as  real  job  producers  for  City  residents  (as  opposed  to  office  uses, 
for  which  only  5-10%  of  new  jobs  go  to  existing  San  Francisco  residents).  We 
request  an  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  reduction  in  light 
industrial  uses  in  the  Main  Program  vis-a-vis  Alternatives  A  and  D  (which 
would  produce  1900  to  2800  more  blue-collar  jobs). 

"The  Main  Program  proposes  a  decrease  in  light  industrial  uses.  In 
recognition  of  the  City's  need  for  blue  collar  jobs,  in  recognition  of  the 
Program's  impact  on  reduction  of  the  economic  viability  of  future  industrial 
uses  in  the  South  of  Market  area,  and  in  recognition  of  the  fact  that  only 
5-10%  of  new  office  jobs  are  filled  by  existing  San  Francisco  residents, 
employment  mitigation  should  be  required.    The  Agency  should  require 
developers  to  commit  funds  to  the  development  and  operation  of  (privately  or 
publicly  sponsored)  job-skills  development  programs  for  San  Francisco 
residents." 
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"For  this  purpose,  we  also  request  an  analysis  of  the  City's  unemployed  labor 
pool  skills,  previous  occupations,  numbers,  etc.    The  1970  Census  made  these 
numbers  available.    If  1980  Census  figures  or  current  figures  from  the  State 
are  not  yet  available,  please  estimate  unemployment  in  various  job  categories 
(white  collar/blue  collar,  skilled/unskilled)  by  updating/extrapolating  the 
1970  Census  figures  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  assumptions."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  Main  Program  proposes  to  retain  existing  light  industrial  space  within 
YBC;  it  does  not  propose  a  decrease  in  industrial  land  uses.    However,  the 
Main  Program  would  have  fewer  light  industrial  jobs  than  would  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A,  C,  and  D,  which  would  bring  2,200,  700,  and  3,100  new 
industrial  jobs,  respectively,  to  YBC  (see  Response  to  Housing 
Affordability,  Table  11,  p.  C&R-52).    These  projections  assume  that  500 
sq.  ft.  of  industrial  space  would  generate  one  full-time  job  (YBC  FEIR, 
p.  29)  and  that  the  space  would  be  100%  leased  and  occupied  by  industrial 
tenants. 

As  stated  on  p.  114  of  the  EIR,  "some  conversions  of  manufacturing  and 
light  industrial  space  west  of  YBC  may  occur,  because  these  parcels  could 
yield  greater  economic  returns  if  converted  to  more  intensive  land  uses." 
This  trend  away  from  industrial  land  uses  has  been  occurring  and  would 
probably  continue  to  occur,  regardless  of  the  type  of  development  in  YBC. 
The  Main  Program  or  its  Variants  would  not  directly  reduce  "the  economic 
viability  of  future  industrial  uses  in  the  South  of  Market  area." 
Development  in  YBC  would,  as  described  on  pp.  109-115  of  the  EIR,  improve 
the  general  attactiveness  of  the  area,  which  could  thereby  increase  the 
likelihood  of  commercial  and  residential  investment  in  the  area.  This 
indirect  impact  of  development  might  accelerate  the  existing  trend  of 
declining  industrial  land  uses  in  the  area. 

1980  Census  data  on  employment  and  income  will  not  be  available  until 
1983.    The  1970  Census  data  mentioned  in  the  comment  contain  a  breakdown 
of  the  occupational  categories  of  employed  workers.    Neither  the  Census 
nor  the  California  Employment  Development  Department  (EDD),  publish  data 
on  unemployed  workers  by  occupational  category  or  industrial  sector 
(Jud  Newman,  Research  Analyst,  California  EDD,  telephone  communication, 
July  28,  1982). 

The  Main  Program  would  provide  employment  opportunities  for  unemployed  and 
underemployed  city  residents.    In  addition,  the  hotel,  retail-commercial , 
entertainment,  recreation,  cultural,  convention  center  and  public  park  or 
plaza  uses  would  all  have  employment  opportunities  for  the  unskilled  and 
semi-skilled  worker.    Although  no  new  light  industrial  uses  are  proposed, 
all  existing  light  industrial  uses  in  YBC  are  intended  to  remain. 
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Job  Multiplier 
COMMENT 

"The  multiplier  figure  of  1.6  cited  as  current  on  p.  137  seems  very  high, 
compared  to  this  figures  used  in  other  recent  EIR's  (1.1-1.2).    Please  comment 
on  this  discrepancy."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

This  multiplier  was  used  for  the  analysis  done  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  and 
was  based  on  the  best  information  available  in  1977,  when  most  of  the 
data-gathering  for  that  report  was  done.    The  1.6  multiplier  was  preserved 
in  the  Supplement  for  consistency  of  comparison  with  the  parent  document. 
However,  in  light  of  both  this  comment  and  the  need  to  revise  the  Housing 
Section  (pp.  133-137  of  the  EIR)  in  response  to  the  Housing  Affordabi 1 i ty 
comments  following,  the  employment  multipliers  are  updated.  The 
EMPLOYMENT  SECTION,  pp.  129-131,  is  revised  as  described  below. 

The  second  paragraph  on  p.  129  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

Secondary  employment  and  income  effects  would  result  from  new 
permanent  employment  because  each  employed  person  would  generate 
additional  employment  by  his  or  her  demands  for  goods  and  services, 
through  the  multiplier  effect.    Using  the  multiplier  from  the 
finance,  insurance  and  real  estate  (FIRE)  sector  /4/,  the  Main 
Program  would  generate  about  15,900  indirect  jobs,  for  a  total  direct 
and  indirect  employment  increase  of  about  29,400.    Net  new  direct  and 
indirect  jobs  created  by  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  would  range  from 
about  13,700  (Alternative  C)  to  about  79,600  (Alternative  D). 
Indirect  employment  is  calculated  based  on  the  projection  of  net 
permanent  on-site  employment  for  each  alternative  shown  in 
Table  11."    (See  response  to  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity,  p.  C&R-48,  for 
revisions  to  Table  11.) 

The  first  full  sentence  on  p.  130  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the 
following: 

About  16,000  additional  person  years  of  employment  would  be  generated 
in  the  Bay  Area  as  the  result  of  the  multiplier  effect  resulting  from 
construction  activity  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2  for  a  total  of 
about  26,000  person  years  of  direct  and  indirect  labor. /4/ 

Footnote  /4/  on  p.  137  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

/4/  Indirect  employment  projections  are  based  on  the  Bay  Area 
Input-Output  Model  from  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  University 
of  California,  Berkeley,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Input-Output  Model 
1967-1974,  July  1978.    A  multiplier  of  1.2  was  used  for  FIRE  and  1.6 
for  construction. 
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Affirmative  Action 
COMMENTS 

"...I  don't  think  anything  has  been  mentioned  in  here  about  affirmative 
action.    If  it's  in  there,  I  didn't  notice.    One  of  the  affirmative  action 
goals  that  we  really  thought  were  good,  or  was  good,  about  the  gardens 
project,  was  that  the  jobs  created  in  the  gardens  project  were  low  and 
moderate  income  jobs,  they  were  jobs  in  the  restaurants,  jobs  in  some  of  the 
stores,  but  as  I  remember  it,  well,  and  in  those  days,  we  still  had  a  little 
bit  of  an  amusement  component  that  I  still  wish  was  there  but  have  long  since 
given  up  blabbing  about,  but  I  think  there  needs  to  be  really  discussion  about 
that  old  plan  and  about  what  kind  of  jobs  there  were,  which  will  then  help 
under  an  affirmative  action  thing,  that  will  help  see  the  need  for  the  kind  of 
housing  that  we  all  are  worried  about."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"I'm  concerned  about  the  matter  of  jobs  as  related  to       as  was  talked  about 
earlier  about  by  the  members  of  the  Commission  and  some  of  the  public  members 
concerning  the  aspect  of  that,  and  what  kind  of  jobs,  compositions,  what 
categories,  as  well  as  the  component  of  the  affirmative  action  aspect  of  the 
jobs  themsleves,  and  what  goals,  as  Sue  Bierman  has  pointed  out  again,  what 
goals  have  been  set  forth  and  should  be  alleged  within  the  context  of  this 
statement.    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 

RESPONSE 

All  developers  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  will  be  required  to  comply  with 
the  Redevelopment  Agency's  Affirmative  Action  Policy.    Since  June,  1980, 
the  Agency  has  incorporated  in  all  Land  Disposition  Agreements  (LDA's) 
Affirmative  Action  language  to  encourage  entrepreneurial  and  employment 
opportunities  for  minorities  and  women  both  during  and  after  the 
construction  of  each  development. 

Since  land  use  decisions  have  not  reached  final  agreement,  future  tenants 
are  generally  unknown.    For  this  reason,  the  numbers  of  jobs  in  particular 
categories  cannot  be  projected.    Refer  to  Housing  Affordablility, 
p.  C&R-48,  for  a  discussion  of  possible  employment  categories  and  rough 
estimates  of  the  numbers  of  persons  to  be  employed  in  each. 


Public  Cost  vs.  Public  Benefit 
COMMENTS 

"Inclusion  of  data  on  public  costs,  income  and  non-monetary  benefits,  [should 
be  done]  just  as  was  done  with  the  Convention  Center  EIR." 

"The  EIR  has  no  information  on  how  much  public  money  this  project  will  cost 
and  how  much  public  money  this  project  will  provide.    It  also  has  no 
information  on  what  the  nonmonetary  public  benefits  this  project  will  provide 
will  be,  or  on  what  their  dollar  value  will  be.    I  remind  you  and  the  public 
that  the  Convention  Center  EIR  had  pretty  full  disclosure  of  the  public  costs 
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and  income  of  that  project.  But  here  all  is  secrecy.  ..Further,  the  argument 
might  be  made,  only  environmental  issues  need  be  included  in  an  EIR.  That,  in 
fact,  is  the  State  law.  But  the  State  law  also  provides  and  gives  permission, 
it  permits  economic  information  to  be  included." 

"You  would  see  first  [by  comparing  my  plan  with  the  Main  Program]  that  the 
public  would  receive  an  income  amount  from  the  land  lease  of  about  $3,600,00  a 
year  in  my  plan.    Versus  what  now  appears  to  be  a  total  of  one  dollar  a  year 
in  the  Agency's  plan.    That's  for  something  between  21  and  24  acres  of  big 
development  in  downtown  San  Francisco."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

"I  finally  think  that  the  economic  data  that  Mr.  Gryziec  asked  for  and  then 
again  Mr.  Salomon  really  needs  to  be  included  before  good  decisions  can  be 
made  as  to  what  it  going  to  go  on  here."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"...I  have  no  idea  how  realistic  these  mitigation  measures  are,  because  I 
don't  know  what  the  numbers  are.    I'd  like  to  sit  down  and  go  through  the 
numbers.    And  there  are  a  number  of  people  who  have  some  concept  of  economic 
feasibility  of  projects  that  could  look  at  numbers  and  tell  whether  or  not 
they  are  valid  or  not.    ..I  feel  like  I'm  flying  blind  in  many  areas  because 
information  I  have  is  amorphous."    (Commissioner  Salazar) 

RESPONSE 

The  "Convention  Center  EIR"  referred  to  is  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    The  1978 
YBC  FEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  Convention  Center  in 
detail,  because  plans  for  the  Convention  Center  were  more  developed  in 
1978  than  for  any  other  YBC  proposals.    The  Convention  Center  was  to  be 
financed  through  the  sale  of  public  revenue  bonds,  approved  by 
San  Francisco  voters  in  November,  1976.    A  portion  of  the  City's  Hotel  Tax 
Fund  (see  the  response  under  Hotel  Tax  Fund  Distribution,  below)  has  been 
allocated  since  then  to  pay  off  these  bonds,  interest,  and  to  contribute 
toward  maintenance  of  the  Convention  Center.    Because  of  the  public  nature 
of  the  Convention  Center  financing,  a  detailed  cost/revenue  study  was 
performed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (YBC  FEIR,  pp.  275-277  and  YBC  FEIR  Appendices, 
pp.  36-40h).    Estimated  costs  and  revenues  were  treated  in  a  more  general 
way  for  the  remaining  portions  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 

An  economic  analysis  of  the  Main  Program,  similar  to  that  done  for  the 
Convention  Center  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  is  not  appropriate  for 
the  Second  Supplement  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  Lack  of  specificity  in  project  plans  preclude  any  analysis  at 
the  level  of  specificity  done  for  the  Convention  Center. 

2)  Development  and  operation  of  the  remaining  portions  of  the  Main 
Program  (with  the  exception  of  subsidized  elderly  housing  on 
SB-2  and  WB-3)  is  to  be  financed  by  private  developers  with 
private  funds. 
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3)     All  economic  and  financial  aspects  of  the  "Gardens"  portions 
(CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program  are  currently  the 
subject  of  negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
Olympia  and  York  (O&Y).    The  confidentiality  of  these 
negotiations  has  been  upheld  in  court  (Consumer  Action  v.  SFRA), 

An  estimate  of  the  dollar  value  of  non-monetary  public  benefits  was  not 
performed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  It  is  unlikely  that  these  could  be  reliably 
quantif i  ed. 

Economic  information  for  the  "Gardens"  portion  of  the  Main  Program  will  be 
released  to  the  public  at  the  conclusion  of  the  negotiations,  and  prior  to 
the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  land  disposition  and  development 
agreement  (LDA).    The  public  will  have  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  this  information  then,  expected  to  occur  sometime  in  1983. 


Hotel  Tax  Fund  Distribution 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  132,  distribution  of  the  hotel  tax  fund  is  not  quite  accurate.  As  of 
March,  1982  the  distribution  is  as  follows: 


41%         -      for  construction  and  Bond  redemption  of  the  George  R.  Moscone 

Convention  Center. 
5.1%        -      for  Candlestick  Bond  debts. 

5.1%        -      for  financing  low-income  housing  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Project  Area. 

7%  -      for  maintenance  of  Performing  Arts  facilities  -  War  Memorial 

Special  Fund. 
7%  -      for  the  Convention  Facilities  Fund. 

9.8%        -      for  the  Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund,  and  the  remaining 
25%         -      for  the  City's  General  Fund." 


(Germaine  Q.  Wong) 
RESPONSE 

The  first  paragraph  on  p.  132,  detailing  the  distribution  of  the  Hotel  Tax 
funds,  is  revised  to  reflect  the  updated  distribution.    The  Moscone  Center 
and  Candlestick  bond  redemption  percentages  remain  the  same,  as  does  the 
low-income  housing  fund  percentage.    The  other  percentages  change,  and  the 
final  sentence  in  the  Area  Financing  Section,  p.  132,  is  changed  to  read 
as  follows. 

Adjusting  for  the  Proposition  0  surchange,  7%  ($316,000)  of  the  fund 
would  go  to  the  Performing  Arts  Facilities  -  War  Memorial  Fund, 
7%  ($316,000)  to  the  Convention  Facilities  Fund,  9.8%  ($442,000)  to 
the  Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund,  and  25%  ($1,130,000)  to  the 
City's  General  Fund. 
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COMMUNITY  SERVICES 


Criminal  Activity 
COMMENTS 

"RE:    (Setting)  Police  Community  Services,  pg.  76:    Discussion  should  note  the 
increase  in  YBC  area  criminal  activity  since  1978  in  at  least  two  particular 
categories:    'muggings'  and  assaults  against  residents  of  YBC  area  elderly 
housing,  and,  since  the  opening  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center,  'car 
boosting' ." 

"The  text  must  note  that  elderly  residents  of  the  YBC  may  suffer  a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  street  crime,  however  much  it  is,  due  to  their 
perceived  and  real  greater  vulnerability  to  petty  criminals  and  teen-age 
hoodlums. " 

"The  Supplement  when  it's  talking  about  possibilities  of  crime  in  the  area  as 
a  result  of  development  implies  or  almost  says  that  crime  may  decrease  in 
absolute  numbers  of  incidents,  apparently,  as  a  result  of  the  greater 
development,  more  daytime  population,  nighttime  population,  what  have  you 
...Large  numbers  of  people  in  a  day  and  the  nighttime  do  not,  in  fact,  reduce 
crime,  because  they  present  so  many  opportunities  for  criminals.    I  think  the 
EIR  has  to  be  revised.    It  can  not  be  optimistic  about  this  problem." 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Police  Community  Services,  pg.  142:    The  speculation  in  the 
Supplement's  discussion  that  increased  development  'may'  actually  result  in 
reduced  crime  in  absolute  numbers  of  crimes  is  debatable,  at  the  least.  The 
text  must  note  it  'may'  also  result  in  an  absolute  increase  in  criminal 
activity,  that  the  nature  of  the  development  of  the  Central  Blocks  in 
particular  may  affect  the  level  of  criminal  activity,  e.g., 
' amusement ' -oriented  developments  may  be  expected  to  encounter  more  security 
incidents  than  residential  development." 

"The  text  must  note  that  the  private  security  operations  provided  by 
individual  developers  of  the  Central  Blocks  and  other  commercial  developments 
are  not  planned  to  extend  beyond  the  boundaries  of  those  individual 
developments,  hence  leaving  critical  'gaps'  in  security  coverage,    '''he  text 
must  note  that  street  patrol  coverage  by  the  Police  Department,  while 
valuable,  is  subject  to  emergency  responses  in  this  and  adjacent  areas,  and 
unless  provided  at  a  'saturation'  level  consistently  cannot  guarantee  against 
serious  levels  of  street  crime  (where  in  San  Francisco  has  it?)    In  sum,  this 
section  is  unjustifiably  optimistic."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  after  the  fourth  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph 
of  the  Community  Services,  Police,  Setting  Section  on  p.  76  of  the  EIR  to 
clarify  the  crime  trends  in  the  YBC  area.    "These  crime  rates  represent 
the  continuation  of  rise  in  crime  in  the  YBC  area  that  began  in  1979.  The 
S.F.  Police  Department  attributes  much  of  this  rise  to  criminal  elements 
attracted  by  'wino  park'  on  Sixth  St.  at  Mission  St.  in  Reporting 
Area  606. /5/" 
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Car  boostings  (theft  of  possessions,  such  as  car  stereos  or  packages,  from 
parked  car  interiors)  and  muggings  are  not  classified  as  separate 
categories  by  the  Police  Department,  but  are  included  in  the  crime 
categories  already  mentioned  in  the  section.    The  Police  Department  has 
confirmed  that  thefts  from  parked  cars  have  increased  since  the  opening  of 
the  Convention  Center.    The  following  is  added  to  immediately  precede  the 
sentences  added  above  to  reflect  this:    "Thefts  from  parked  cars  have 
increased  in  all  five  reporting  areas  near  YBC  since  the  opening  of  the 
Moscone  Center."    Footnote  /5/  is  also  updated  to  include  "and  personal 
interview,  July  20,  1982". 

It  is  likely  that  the  elderly  are  already  suffering  a  disproportionate 
portion  of  the  crimes  against  persons  in  the  YBC  area.    The  following 
sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  76  to  address 
this  issue:    "The  elderly  residents  of  YBC  may  suffer  a  disproportionate 
portion  for  the  crimes  committed  against  persons  in  YBC  because  of  their 
real  and  perceived  greater  physical  vulnerability  to  criminals." 

The  following  paragraph,  describing  private  security  patrols  and  their 
degree  of  coverage,  is  added  following  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
Community  Services,  Police  Section,  p.  142  of  the  EIR. 

Private  security  patrols  would  probably  be  provided  by  various 
developers  and  tenants  of  YBC  to  protect  their  developments  and 
businesses.    TODCO  is  currently  negotiating  a  contract  with 
San  Francisco  Patrol  Special  Police  for  an  hourly  patrol  of 
Silvercrest  and  Dimasalang  House.    These  separate  patrols  may  still 
leave  'gaps'  in  security  coverage  for  the  YBC  area.  Coordination 
between  the  security  patrols  has  been  suggested  as  a  mean  of 
eliminating  some  of  these  'gaps'.    Future  development  may  also  serve 
to  fill  in  some  of  these  'gaps.' 

The  Community  Service,  Police,  Section,  pp.  142-143,  does  not  state  that 
absolute  numbers  of  crimes  will  decline  but  rather  that  crimes  against 
persons  would  probably  decrease  while  crimes  against  property  are  likely 
to  increase.    In  addition,  the  text  notes  on  p.  143  that  crimes  against 
persons  are  likely  to  increase  initially,  until  full  build-out  of  YBC,  as 
the  number  of  persons  in  the  area  increases  without  a  corresponding 
increase  in  security.    As  is  stated  on  p.  142  of  the  EIR,  the  precise 
number  of  crimes,  their  character,  and  their  reaction  to  specific  uses  at 
YBC  after  its  development  depends  on  a  number  of  factors  that  are  not 
possible  to  predict  at  this  time. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  143  to 
explain  the  possible  range  of  impacts  of  different  types  of  development  on 
the  Central  Blocks: 

The  actual  amount  of  each  type  of  crime  that  may  occur  depends  in 
part  on  the  nature  of  the  development  of  the  Central  Blocks  and  the 
nature  of  people  that  the  final  development  attracts. 


C&R-76 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Community  Services 


Sergeant  Paul  Libert  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  was  consulted 
during  the  preparation  of  this  section.    (December  8  and  December  30, 
1981),  and  in  response  to  this  comment  on  July  20,  1982.    In  his  opinion, 
this  section  reflects  likely  possiblities  and  is  not  unjustifiably 
optimi  Stic. /I/ 

Footnote 

/I/  Sergeant  Paul  Libert,  Office  of  Planning,  San  Francisco  Police 
Department,  personal  interview,  July  20,  1982. 


Special  Patrol  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Mitigation)  Police  Community  Services,  pg.  210:    ' recommend ( at  ion) '  by 
SFRA  for  'security  services'  for  all'  housing  development,  etc.  is  inadequate. 
Such  services  should  be  a  requirement,  not  discretionary.    Since  operating 
funds  of  subsidized  elderly  housing  projects  are  limited  and  cannot  support 
such  services,  an  alternative  funding  source  is  needed.    On  behalf  of  the 
South  of  Market  Consortium,  TODCO  has  submitted  a  request  for  Patrol  Special 
Police  patrol  of  the  areas  adjacent  to  the  TOOR  housing  sites,  to  be  funded 
with  funds  from  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer's  Low-Income  Housing  Fund 
(copy  enclosed).    This  mitigation  should  be  included  in  the  Supplement." 
(John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

TODCO's  request  for  a  Patrol  Special  Police  Patrol  of  the  areas  adjacent 
to  the  TOOR  housing  sites  is  still  under  consideration  by  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer's  Special  Projects  Department.    The  following 
mitigation  measure  regarding  this  patrol  is  added  to  the  Mitigation 
section  of  the  EIR,  p.  210. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  to  provide  a  special  police  patrol  of  those 
areas  adjacent  to  the  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly.  This 
patrol  could  be  funded  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer's  Low 
Income  Housing  Fund.    The  need  for  this  patrol  could  be  reviewed 
annually  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer. 

Please  see  the  Response  under  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing 
West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-37,  for  a  discussion  of  why  mitigation 
measures  in  this  report  cannot  definitely  be  "required"  until  adopted  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission. 
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Provision  of  Central  Security  Office  in  YBC  -  Mitigation 

COMMENTS 

"Lack  of  central  coordination  and  information  exchange  by  all  the  various 
security  operations  of  individual  developers  presently  and  prospectively 
limits  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  security  operations.    Provision  of  a 
central  security  office  with  routine  links  on  a  24-hour  basis  to  all  YBC 
security  operations  will  be  of  significant  value.    Such  a  central  office  could 
be  incorporated  into  the  activities  of  the  large  security  operation  of  the 
Convention  Center  or,  later,  the  Central  Blocks  development.    This  required 
mitigation  should  be  included  in  the  Supplement." 

"The  problem  is  with  private  developers  such  as  the  developers  of  central 
blocks  are  only  guaranteeing  to  patrol  their  own  projects.    They  are  not  going 
to  be  responsible  for  the  area  across  the  street.    ..Almost  every  building  has 
its  own  private  armed  guards.    What  is  lacking  is  any  coordination  among  these 
various  operations  to  assist  each  other  in  sharing  information  about  criminal 
activity,  especially  on  a  day-to-day  basis.    ..We're  talking  about  $50,000  a 
year  or  something  in  that  order.    We  are  asking  that  that  task  be  assigned  by 
the  agency  to  the  developer."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

A  mitigation  measure  to  provide  a  central  security  office  is  added  to  the 
Community  Services  Mitigation  measures  (p.  210),  as  follows: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developer  of 
the  Central  Blocks  to  provide  a  central  security  office  with 
responsibilities  to  coordinate  and  provide  for  communication  among 
the  various  security  services  in  YBC.    The  cost  of  this  office  should 
be  shared  by  all  YBC  tenants. 


Lighting  Plans  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  210,  Paragraph  3,  Line  5.    Change  'prepare'  to  'approve'.    Lighting  is 
one  of  the  key  features  of  the  YBG  project  and  we  want  to  be  assured  that  our 
landscape  architects...  will  be  able  to  harmonize  that  element  with  the  other 
key  features  of  the  project."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  210  of  the  EIR  is  changed 
to  "The  Department  of  Public  Works  would  approve  lighting  plans." 
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School -Age  Children  Generated  by  the  Main  Program 

COMMENTS 

"Page  145,  note  that  fewer  than  40  children  will  be  expected  to  live  in  1,970 
market  rate  dwell ihg  units.    Are  we  to  assume  all  office  workers  and  employees 
of  the  gardens  will  be  childless?    So  much  discussion  indicated  units  are 
taking  care  of  that  demand.    Are  we  assuming  no  married  couples,  no  single 
parents  will  be  employed  in  this  project?    Can't  have  it  both  ways,  no  unmet 
need  and  no  children."    ( Conrni ssioner  Bierman) 

"On  page  145.    ..Children  have  been  measured.    In  these  three  main  blocks,  we 
are  going  to  see  a  total  of  60  new  children  in  San  Francisco.    Now,  if  that 
isn't  a  stinger.    You  got  to  stop  and  take  a  deep  breath  and  say  what  are  we 
doing,  what's  going  on.. .how  was  that  figure  arrived  at?"    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"In  light  of  the  massive  employment  increases  due  to  the  proposed  project  and 
cumulative  development,  and  the  large  numer  of  proposed  housing  units,  what 
would  be  the  impacts  (and  costs)  associated  with  the  demand  for  additional 
child  care  facilities?    Please  estimate  the  impacts,  based  on  number  of 
workers,  average  numer  of  children  per  worker,  etc." 

"The  developers  should  be  required  to  pay  for  any  additional  child  care 
impacts  associated  with  the  project."    (Carl  Inparato) 

RESPONSE 


The  calculation  was  based  on  projected  residents  of  YBC  only.    Not  all  YBC 
employees  would  choose  to  live  in  YBC;  it  seems  likely  that  those  with 
children  would  choose  to  live  in  the  residential  neighborhoods  or  outside 
San  Francisco  altogether.    The  figure  for  children  of  YBC  residents  used 
in  this  report  was  calculated  based  on  the  number  of  public  school 
children  per  unit  in  Golden  Gate  Apartments  in  1978.    Golden  Gate 
Apartments  was  used  as  a  model  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  because  units  were  located 
in  highrises  near  the  heart  of  Downtown  and  the  units  were  predominantly 
one-  and  two-bedroom. 

A  survey  of  occupants  conducted  by  Golden  Gate  Commons  (a  condominium 
development)  in  1978  indicated  there  were  4  children  (no  indication  of 
whether  or  not  they  attended  public  school)  residing  in  50  three-bedroom 
units. 71/    This  would  be  equivalent  to  156  children  for  the  1,970  YBC 
market-rate  dwelling  units.    However,  the  Golden  Gate  Commons  condominiums 
are  all  likely  to  be  larger  than  the  anticipated  YBC  dwelling  units  (one- 
and  two-bedrooms);  more  people  with  children  may  have  bought  condominiums 
at  Golden  Gate  Commons  for  this  reason. 

An  informal  survey  at  Telegraph  Landing  North  condominiums  indicated 
approximately  18  children  (no  indication  of  whether  or  not  they  attended 
public  school)  in  189  units  which  include  studios,  one,  two  and  three 
bedroom  units. 72/    This  would  be  equivalent  to  187  children  for  the  1,970 
YBC  units. 
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Records  at  Fox  Plaza  (a  downtown  apartment  highrise)  indicate  only  one 
child  under  18  years  old  in  446  units. /3/    This  would  be  equivalent  to 
about  4  children  for  the  YBC  market-rate  dwelling  units;  however,  75%  of 
the  Fox  Plaza  units  are  studios. 

The  number  of  public  school  children  generated  by  the  apartments  surveyed 
in  1982  is  not  known  because  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  no 
longer  breaks  down  student  residency  information  for  each  individual 
address. /4/    Therefore,  the  number  of  public  school  children  generated  by 
each  of  the  projects  discussed  above  can  be  considered  a  worst-case 
estimate  of  new  demand  on  public  schools. 

Due  to  the  lack  of  an  analogous  model  for  the  YBC  market-rate  housing  in 
terms  of  downtown  location,  condominium  financing  and  size  of  unit  (one 
and  two  bedrooms),  only  a  range  of  the  possible  number  of  children  to 
occupy  the  YBC  units  can  be  given.    This  range  would  include  between  40 
and  187  children  total  (public  and  private  school);  if  all  of  these 
children  were  public  school  children,  these  children  could  still  be 
accommodated  by  the  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District. 

Availability  of  and  need  for  child  care  services  is  a  social  issue,  which 
does  not  require  coverage  in  environmental  documents  (Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code 
Sec.  21151  (as  amended  by  SB  803)  and  21060.5).    A  discussion  of  child 
care  facilities  in  San  Francisco  can  be  found  under  Public  Services  in  the 
response  to  Comments  on  the  201  Spear  St.  Office  Building  EIR  (EE. 80. 337, 
certified  May  20,  1982),  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor. 

Footnotes 

/I/  Dierdra  Langston,  Expeditor,  Golden  Gate  Comnons,  telephone 
communication,  August  16,  1982. 

in  Keith  Kamrath,  Control  Central  Operator,  Telegraph  Landing  North, 
telephone  communication,  August  27,  1982. 

/3/  Kathy  Schmidt,  Building  Manager,  Fox  Plaza,  telephone  communication, 
August  30,  1982. 

/4/  Richard  Mesta,  School  Operations,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  telephone  communication,  September  14,  1982. 


Social  and  Health  Service  Needs  of  the  Elderly 
COMMENTS 

"RE:    (Setting)  Medical  Community  Services,  pg.  78:    Text  must  note  that  the 
South  of  Market  Health  Center  now  operates  at  its  capacity,  that  future 
funding  support  for  the  Center  is  uncertain,  and  its  ability  to  absorb 
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additional  clients  is  uncertain.    Text  must  note  that  the  availability  of 
professional  nursing  home  care  in  San  Francisco  (and  the  entire  Bay  Area)  is 
severely  limited  and  placement  of  elderly  individuals  needing  such  care  is 
difficult.    Text  must  note  that  special  health  services  for  the  elderly,  such 
as  'adult  day  health  care',  ' homemakers ' ,  visiting  nurses,  etc.,  are  severely 
limited  by  present  funding  constraints  and  uncertainties." 

"Medical  Services,  Pg.  147:  Text  fails  to  note  that,  due  to  medical  services 
uncertainties  and  limits  on  capacity  described  in  comment  #6  above,  the 
additional  elderly  population  to  be  housed  in  YBC  as  per  the  Main  program  may 
not  have  adequate  medical  services  available  to  them." 

"RE:    (Setting)  Social  Characteristics,  pg.  69:    Discussion  of  area  elderly 
population  should  specify  social/medical  services  needs  of  this  population. 
What  should  be  particularly  noted,  which  was  omitted  in  the  FEIR,  is  the 
existence  of  a  demographic  'bulge'  in  the  YBC  subsidized  elderly  housing. 
That  is,  when  initially  occupied,  these  projects'  elderly  population  are 
generally  in  their  60's  and  generally  capable  of  independent  living';  but  with 
the  passing  of  time,  the  average  age  of  the  projects'  residents,  due  to  low 
turnover,  increases  and  the  average  health  deteriorates  due  to  the 
disabilities  associated  with  advanced  age.    While  the  'staggering'  of  the 
projects'  occupancy  over  the  period  from  1974  through  1985+  will  stretch  out 
this  trend,  by  some  point  in  the  1990's  the  YBC  elderly  population  will 
contain  a  very  high  proportion  of  age  70+  residents  needing  extensive  medical 
service  support  systems  -  a  concentration  without  any  other  example  in  San 
Francisco,  and  a  major  concern  for  project  mitigation."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

This  comment  is  acknowledged  with  the  following  insertion  after  the  'irst 
sentence  of  the  Medical  Section  on  p.  78. 

This  Center  is  now  operating  at  capacity  and  future  funding  levels 
and  service  abilities  are  uncertain.    The  Center  is  funded  through 
federal  grants  and  patient  fees.    The  federal  grants  have  been  cut  by 
25%  this  year. /II/    Professional  nursing  home  care  is  available  but 
limited  in  San  Francisco,  and  placement  of  individuals  needing  such 
care  is  difficult.    An  Adult  Day  Health  Plan  has  been  proposed  for 
the  YBC  area  but  has  not  yet  been  implemented.    Other  health  services 
proposed  for  the  YBC  area  include  the  Asian/Pacific  Islander 
Hypertension  Project  (SOM  Health  Clinic),  an  RSVP  Program  (Salvation 
Army),  a  24-hour  hotline  (Salvation  Army),  and  more  nursing  time  and 
activity  workers  in  the  TODCO  residences.    All  of  these  services  are 
limited  by  present  funding  constraints  and  uncertainties. 

A  footnote  is  added  on  p.  79  as  follows:  "/II/  Shirley  Cachola,  Director, 
South-of -Market  Health  Center,  telephone  communication,  July  20,  1982." 

The  following  discussion  of  uncertainties  of  funding  and  capacities  of 
medical  services  in  the  YBC  Area  on  the  elderly  population  is  added  to  the 
Medical  Services  section  on  p.  147-148,  fifth  line. 
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Service  to  those  using  the  South  of  Market  Health  Center  could  be 
affected  as  the  facility  is  already  operating  at  capacity,  and  future 
budget  uncertainties  (federal  funds  for  the  Health  Center  have  been 
cut  25%  this  year)  may  not  allow  capacity  to  be  expanded  to 
adequately  meet  possible  increased  demand.    Special  health  services 
to  the  elderly,  such  as  day  health  care  and  visiting  nurses,  may  also 
be  limited  due  to  funding  uncertainties.    The  impact  of  YBC  on  these 
services  is  not  known,  as  many  of  the  elderly  who  would  be  living  in 
YBC  are  now  living  elsewhere  in  the  South  of  Market  area  and  might 
already  be  using  the  South  of  Market  Health  Center. 

The  following  is  added  before  the  last  sentence  in  the  first  partial 
paragraph  on  p.  148: 

Demand  for  health  services  and  private  physicians  South  of  Market 
might  increase,  however,  as  the  remaining  planned  365  units  of 
subsidized  elderly  housing  in  YBC  is  completed,  and  as  the  average 
age  of  existing  residents  increases.    The  low  turnover  rate,  typical 
of  stable  elderly  residents,  might  eventually  result  in  a 
concentration  of  aged  persons  heavily  dependent  on  local  medical  and 
support  services. 


Employee  Proximity  to  Physicians 
COMMENT 

"Page  148,  again,  we  see  in  line  1  that  employees  would  be  expected  to  have 
physicians  near  their  residences,  presumably  not  in  YBC.    Correct  or  not? 
Does  it  mean  that  employees  will  live  away  from  the  site." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Most  employees  would  not  be  expected  to  live  within  YBC.    Therefore,  it  is 
correct  that  most  would  have  physicians  near  their  residences  (and  away 
from  YBC)  and  not  impact  the  medical  services  in  the  YBC  project  area.  In 
any  case,  most  employees  would  have  private  physicians  and  not  rely  on 
public  health  care.    It  is  likely  that,  as  housing  in  YBC  and  the  Rincon 
Hill  area  is  built,  more  private  physicians  will  locate  offices  in  the 
vicinity  to  serve  the  residents. 


Transportation  Services  for  the  Elderly  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"The  proposed  mitigation  in  the  FEIR,  page  468,  for  elderly  transportation 
needs  is  now  clearly  infeasible  as  stated.    Hence  the  Supplement  must  identify 
a  current  possible  mitigation,  but  CDBG  funds  will  not  be  available,  nor 
parking  tax  funds  allocated  by  the  Commission  on  Aging,  due  to  cutbacks  in 
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funding  levels  of  both.    The  lack  of  elderly  transportation  services  remains  a 
crucial  problem.    Development  financing  constraints  make  it  impossible  for 
TODCO  to  provide  any  such  service  as  suggested  in  the  FEIR." 
(Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

TODCO,  as  owner,  developer  and  tenant  representative  for  all  of  the 
subsidized  elderly  housing  in  YBC,  has  primary  responsibility  for 
organizing  and  obtaining  services  to  meet  its  tenants'  and  constituents' 
needs  (also  see  Special  Patrol,  above).    Funds  for  private  elderly 
transportation  services  are  currently  difficult  to  obtain.    HUD  funding 
for  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program  has  been  reduced,  as  has 
State  funding  for  the  Commission  on  Aging.    However,  the  Mayor  has 
allocated  additional  money  from  the  General  Fund  to  the  Commission  on 
Aging  to  restore  its  '82-'83  budget  to  its  '81-'82  levels.    Funding  might 
be  available  to  TODCO  to  at  least  partially  subsidize  a  private  senior 
transportation  service.    The  Committee  on  Aging  notes,  however,  that  meals 
centers  and  City-wide  services  tend  to  receive  higher  priority  for  receipt 
of  Committee  on  Aging  grants  than  private  services  for  the  elderly. /I/ 

Two  public  senior  transportation  services  exist  to  serve  South  of  Market 
residents.    The  Human  Resources  Corporation,  at  1109  Oak  St.,  administers 
a  program  called  "Paratransit. "    San  Francisco  elderly  are  encouraged  to 
apply;  acceptance  to  the  program  is  generally  based  on  economic  and 
medical  need.    "Paratransit"  subsidizes  rides  for  its  program  members  in 
either  wheelchair  vans  or  private  taxis.    "Paratransit"  vouchers  are 
issued  to  the  elderly,  who  use  them  to  pay  for  van  rides  (operated  by 
Canon  Kip  Community  Housing  Operation  Transportation)  or  taxi  rides  with 
two  participating  taxi  companies.    "Paratransit"  is  funded  by  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission. /2/ 

The  Senior  Escort  Outreach  Program  has  eight  centers  in  San  Francisco. 
The  Center  at  814  Mission -St.  serves  YBC.    They  provide  vehicle  escort  for 
any  senior  in  the  area  who  calls  and  makes  an  appointment.    Medical  trips 
are  given  priority,  but  rides  are  given  for  all  reasons.  Generally, 
appointments  must  be  made  several  days  in  advance;  emergency  trips  can 
almost  always  be  made  at  the  last  minute,  however.    Funding  is  provided 
through  HUD  and  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department.    Funding  for  this 
program  has  not  been  cut  back;  the  814  Mission  St.  office  is  currently 
planning  an  expansion. /3/ 

Footnotes 

/I/  Leslie  Miko,  Interim  Director,  Commission  on  Aging,  telephone 
communication,  September  8,  1982. 

HI  Gregory  Watty,  "Paratransit"  Boker,  Human  Resources  Corporation, 
telephone  communication,  September  8,  1982. 

/3/  Vincent  Reyus,  Neighborhood  Coordinator,  Senior  Escort  Outreach 
Program,  telephone  communication,  September  8,  1982. 
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Developer  Support  of  South  of  Market  Social  Programs  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"No  services  or  programs  for  South  of  Market  residents  are  included,  but  a 
massive  200,000  square  feet,  an  expensive  Asian  art  museum,  is  included,  a 
subsidy  for  which  will  be  sure  to  sop  up  any  and  all  funds  that  should  go  to 
the  public's  real  needs." 

"In  my  plan  in  terms  of  programs  for  South  of  Market  residences,  my  plan  would 
produce  $1,800,000  a  year  to  fund  those  programs.    The  Agency  plan  has  no 
money  set  aside  for  these  kinds  of  programs  for  South  of  Market." 

"The  mitigation  section  of  the  EIR  fails  to  even  consider  any  means  of 
supplying  hard  hit  South  of  Market  residents. . .the  businesses  and  the  services 
that  are  trying  to  exist  South  of  Market."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

As  noted  in  the  response  under  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing 
in  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-63,  there  is  no  indication  that  the  Central 
Blocks  developer  would  subsidize  the  museum  being  considered  for  EB-2.  It 
is  likely  that  this  museum  would  be  funded  largely  through  private 
donations.    Should  the  museum  not  be  built,  it  is  unlikely  that  museum 
donations  would  be  readily  available  for  other  non-museum  uses. 

Development  of  the  Main  Program  is  not  expected  to  affect  South  of  Market 
service  programs  to  a  large  extent.    Those  services  most  likely  to  be 
affected  are  medical  services,  as  the  subsidized  elderly  housing  in  YBC 
becomes  built  out  and  occupied,  and  as  the  longer-term  residents  continue 
to  age  (see  Social  and  Health  Service  Needs  of  the  Elderly,  p.  C&R-80). 
However,  this  impact  is  projected  to  be  small,  because  elderly  occupying 
subsidized  housing  customarily  have  private  doctors,  paid  for  through 
Medicare  or  other  medical  assistance  (Second  Supplement,  p.  148  and  YBC 
FEIR,  p.  311). 


Appendix  A,  Table  A-2,  p.  239  of  the  EIR  lists  and  describes  all  available 
social  services  for  the  South  of  Market  area  as  of  the  spring  of  1981.  It 
is  likely  that  many  of  these  programs  are  experiencing  funding 
constraints.    Discretionary  funds  available  for  allocation  by  the  Mayor 
from  the  City's  General  Fund  have  been  used  to  help  support  some  of  these 
programs  (see  Transportation  Services  for  the  Elderly,  above).    The  2,200 
hotel  rooms  proposed  for  the  Main  Program  would  generate  about  $4.52 
million  annually  in  total  hotel  tax  revenues  at  the  current  tax  rate  of 
9.75%  (p.  132  of  the  EIR).    About  $1.13  million  of  the  (25%)  would  accrue 
to  the  City's  General  Fund  (see  Hotel  Tax  Fund  Distribution,  p.  C&R-74), 
increasing  the  amount  of  money  available  to  help  service  programs 
throughout  the  City. 
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CUMULATIVE  DEVELOPMENT 


Expansion  of  the  Cumulative  Project  List 
COMMENTS 

"Cumulative  impacts  analyses  are  apparently  based  on  the  Table  on  page  257  of 
the  Draft,  according  to  pp.  149-155.    How  many  (gross)  square  feet  of 
development  does  this  table  account  for?    We  estimate  13.7  million  square 
feet.    If  so,  this  number  is  far  too  low  a  figure  to  use  in  cumulative  impact 
analyses,  under  the  definition  used  by  CEQA.    Page  54  of  the  EIR  acknowledges 
more  than  18  million  square  feet  under  development  (exclusive  of  Redevelopment 
projects).    The  Mayor  noted  24  million-square  feet  in  her  October,  1981  'State 
of  the  City'  Address,  and  34-36  million  square  feet  in  her  letter  to 
San  Francisco  Business  (January,  1982  issue).    SFRG  has  compiled  a  list  of  39 
million  square  feet  of  downtown  commercial  development  (attached).  Therefore, 
we  ask  that  all  cumulative  analyses  be  revised  to  incorporate  all  probable 
downtown  development,  as  required  by  CEQA." 

"For  cumulative  analysis,  please  use  the  39  million  square  feet  of  development 
documented  by  SFRG."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"[We]  need  an  update  of  tables  at  least  to  June,  1982." 

"Page  17,  first  paragraph,  should  include  separate  figure  of  downtown  square 
footage  applied  for  at  the  City  Planning  Department,  and  at  Redevelopment.  Be 
sure  to  include  the  square  footage  of  all  18  office  projects  mentioned  on 
page  52  in  the  first  paragraph.    But  also  we  need  square  footage  that's  in  the 
pipeline  and  permits  have  been  requested." 

"Page  54,  figures  here  differ  from  page  17.    Also  why  exclude  YBC  proposed 
figures?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  this  document,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  has  compiled  a  list  of  cumulative  Dontown  San  Francisco 
office  development.    The  availablity  of  this  new  information  (see  Tables 
C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  to  C-10)  has  made  it  possible  to  update  the 
cumulative  analyses  in  the  EIR.    Table  A-1,  pp.  237-8,  in  the  EIR  is 
replaced  with  the  revised  Table  A-1,  below. 

The  first  paragraph  in  the  discussion  of  GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION,  p.  17, 
is  replaced  with  this  new  paragraph  to  reflect  the  updated  information: 

San  Francisco  is  the  major  office  center  in  the  Bay  Area,  with 
approximately  57.7  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  at  the  end 
of  1981. /I/    Approximately  32.4  million  gross  sq.  ft.  were 
constructed  between  1960  and  1981  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    In  the 
1960s,  the  amount  of  office  space  constructed  averaged  about 
1.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  per  year.    During  the  1970s  office  space 
was  added  at  a  rate  of  about  1.7  million  gross  sq.  ft.  per  year.  In 
the  first  two  years  of  this  decade  (1980  and  1981)  the  average  annual 
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office  space  added  was  approximately  2.2  million  gross  sq.  ft.  An 
additional  7.8  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  will  be  added 
when  buildings  under  construction  (as  of  August  1982)  are  completed; 
another  5.4  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  has  been  approved  but  is 
not  yet  under  construction;  4.2  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space 
has  been  proposed  and  is  under  formal  review  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  (see  Appendix  C,  Table  C-8,  p.  C-7).    The  YBC  Main 
Program  would  add  2.6  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  to  this  total. 
The  amount  of  office  space  in  the  downtown  area  has  increased 
steadily  in  the  past  two  decades  and  will  likely  continue  to  increase 
in  the  next  several  years. 

The  18  projects  referred  to  on  p.  52  of  the  EIR  are  all  included  in  these 
figures,  as  well  as  all  Redevelopment  Agency  projects  for  which  Land 
Disposition  Agreements  have  been  approved.    No  Land  Disposition  Agreements 
have  been  approved  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project,  therefore, 
any  estimate  of  potential  office  space  on  the  site  would  be  highly 
speculative. 

The  cumulative  office  figures  in  the  second  full  sentence  of  p.  54  of  the 
EIR  have  been  revised  to  read:    "With  13.2  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  new 
office  space  approved  or  under  construction  in  San  Francisco  as  of 
August  6,  1982,  and  proposals  for  an  additional  4.2  million  sq.  ft. 
(excluding  the  roughly  two  million  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  proposed 
for  YBC  in  the  Main  Program)  in  the  review  process  (representing  a  total 
increase  of  almost  30%  over  present  downtown  office  floor  area)  (see 
Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  p.  237),  the  demand  for  housing  by  downtown  office 
workers  will  continue  to  grow  in  the  next  decade." 

The  cumulative  office  figures  used  in  the  Community  Services  Fire  section, 
p.  144,  are  also    revised  as  follows;  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  144 
is  deleted  and  replaced  with  the  following: 

San  Francisco  is  experiencing  ongoing  development  in  the  Downtown 
area,  including  some  parts  of  South  of  Market.    Approved  and  under 
construction  office  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  would  add 
over  13.2  million  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area  to  the  Downtown  area. 
Completed  office  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  is  shown  in 
Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  p.  237.    In  addition,  over  4.2  million  sq.  ft. 
of  new  office  space  was  under  formal  review  as  of  October,  1981.  YBC 
could  add  as  much  as  another  two  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  to 
this  total.    It  is  likely  that  the  number  of  fire  incidents  would 
increase  with  the  number  of  people  occupying  the  downtown  area./lO/ 

Mr.  Imparato  has  prepared  a  list  of  developments  and  their  square 
footages;  discrepancies  between  Mr.  Imparato' s  list  of  developments 
included  in  the  analysis  of  cumulative  development  are  detailed  in 
Comments  and  Responses  for  Bank  of  Canton  Final  EIR,  80.296,  certified 
June  15,  1982.    The  discrepancies  are  summarized  as  follows: 

(1)    several  hotel  and  condominium  proposals  included  on  Mr.  Imparato's 
list  are  not  induced  in  the  cumulative  analyses  because  these  uses 
generally  do  not  affect  peak-hour  traffic  or  transit  in  the  pertinent 
direction  (outbound  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour); 
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TABLE  A-1:       MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  THROUGH  1981 
IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET 


Cumul ati  ve 


Year 

Total  Gross 
Sq.  Ft. 

Completed 

5-Year 
Total 

5-Year 
Annual 
Average 

Cumul ative 
Total  of  All 
Office 
Bui Idings 

Total  of  All 
Downtown 
Office 
Bui Idings 

Pre-1960 

(Net)(a) 

(Net)(a) 

28, 145, 000(b) 

24, 175, 000(c) 

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 

1,183,000 
270,000 

1,413,000 

2,866,000 

573,200 

1960- 

1964 

(2,580,000) 

(516,000) 

30,725,000 

26,754,000 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 

1,463,000 
973,000 
1,453,000 
1,234,000 
3,256,000 

8,379,000 

1,675,800 

1965- 

1969 

(7,541,000) 

(1,508,000) 

38,266,000 

34,295,000 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

1,853,000 

1,961,000 
2,736,000 
2,065,000 

8,615,000 

1,723,000 

1970- 

1974 

(7,753,000) 

(1,550,000) 

46,019,000 

42,048,000 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

536,000 
2,429,000 
2,660,000 

2,532,000 

8,157,000 

1,631,400 

1975- 

1979 

(7,341,000) 

(1,468,000) 

53,360,000 

49,389,000 

1980 
1981 

1,284,000 
3,029,000 

4, 313, 000(d) 

2, 156, 500(d) 

1980- 

1981 

( 3,881, 700) (d)(l, 940,850) (d) 57,241, 700 

53,270,700 
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TABLE  A-1:       MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  THROUGH  1981 
IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  (Continued) 


(a)  Net  equals  90%  of  gross.    Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor  of 
90%,  since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is 
demolished  to  make  land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building. 

(b)  Source:  San  Francisco  Downtown  Zoning  Study,  Working  Paper  No.  1, 
January  1966,  Appendix  Table  1,  Part  1.    For  pre-1965,  data  include  the 
area  bounded  by  Vallejo,  Franklin,  Central  Skyway,  Bryant  and 
Embarcadero.    Also  includes  one-third  of  retail-office  mixed  use.  For 
post-1964,  data  include  the  entire  city. 

(c)  Gross  Floor  Space  for  downtown  offices  are  included  for  the  following 
functional  areas:    Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden 
Gateway,  Civic  Center,  South  of  Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined 
in  the  cited  January  1966  report.    For  post-1964,  the  entire  area  east  of 
Franklin  Street  is  included. 

(d)  Two-year  total  and  average. 


SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning,  August  1,  1982 


(2)  a  state  office  building  and  a  federal  office  building  on 

Mr.  Imparato's  list  were  not  included  in  the  analyses  because  these 
projects  appear  to  be  speculative; 

(3)  projects  on  Mr.  Imparato's  list  that  were  not  definitive  and/or 
appear  to  be  inactive  or  withdrawn  by  the  project  sponsor  were  not 
included  in  the  cumulative  analyses; 

(4)  several  projects  on  Mr.  Imparato's  list  had  square  footages  higher 
than  the  amount  reviewed  or  approved  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning;  consequently,  the  number  of  square  feet  for  these  projects 
differed  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  cumulative  office  development  figures 
discussed  above  and  presented  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9  pp.  C-7  -  C-IO  of  this 
document,  are  likely  to  be  a  worst-case  projection  of  the  cumulative 
development  which  would  actually  occur.    There  is  no  guarantee  that 
everything  proposed  and  approved  would  be  built.    Development  is  often 
subject  to  changes  in  the  economy  (costs  of  materials,  labor  and 
financing,  as  well  as  fluctuations  in  projected  demand  for  the  space 
developed) . 

The  revised  text  sections  for  the  EIR  which  pertain  to  cumulative 
transportation  impacts  are  presented  in  the  Response  to  Revision  of 
Cumulative  Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89. 
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The  cumulative  list  of  projects  and  the  revised  text  for  the  EIR  which 
pertain  to  cumulative  housing  impacts  are  presented  in  the  Response  to 
Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42. 

The  revised  air  quality  section,  based  on  cumulative  transportation 
impacts,  is  presented  in  the  Response  to  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air 
Quality  Impacts,  p.  C&R-131. 


TRANSPORTATION 


REVISION  OF  CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACTS 
COMMENTS 

"Since  the  transportation  impacts  are  based  on  the  list  of  projects  on 
page  257,  rather  than  the  CEQA-mandated  cumulative  levels,  we  request  a 
revision  of  all  transportation,  transit  and  parking  impact  analyses,  using  the 
appropriate  cumulative  development  levels." 

"Regarding  vehicle  impacts  (p.  158):  how  many  additional  p.m.  peak  hour 
vehicles  would  be  generated  by  project  and  by  cumulative  development?" 
(Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  this  document,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  has  compiled  a  list  of  cumulative  Downtown  San  Francisco 
office  development.    The  availability  of  this  new  information  (see 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  to  C-10)  has  made  it  possible  to  update  the 
cumulative  transportation  analysis  in  the  EIR.    The  new  cumulative 
transportation  sections  presented  below,  therefore,  are  in  response  both 
to  the  recent  availability  of  the  City's  cumulative  development  lists  and 
the  specific  comments  quoted.    The  methodology  used  to  calculate  impacts 
from  cumulative  development  has  been  revised  to  consider  a  list  of  all 
formal  development  proposals  for  projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area. 
The  previous  analysis  performed  for  the  Draft  EIR  used  a  limited  list  of 
approved  projects  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity,  and  a  growth  factor 
that  compensated  for  development  that  might  occur  in  the  greater  downtown 
area,  but  was  not  yet  approved  (as  described  on  p.  257  of  the  EIR), 

No  change  has  been  made  in  the  travel  demand,  transit  assignment,  vehicle 
assignment  or  parking  demand  from  the  Main  Program.    The  effect  of 
changing  the  cumulative  base  has  been  to  slightly  alter  the  projections  of 
transit  demand,  intersection  operations  and  parking  deficit.    The  use  of 
the  limited  cumulative  development  list  and  a  background  growth  factor  in 
the  Draft  EIR  has  closely  approximated  the  results  derived  from  the  new 
revised,  more  accurate,  list.    The  percentage  of  the  revised  cumulative 
total  that  the  Main  Program  represents  has  changed  (decreased)  slightly. 
The  following  topics  are  updated  or  revised: 
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Topic 


Action 


Cumulative  travel  demand 


updated  to  include  all  projects 
on  the  August  6,  1982  list  from 
Department  of  City  Planning. 


Transit  impacts 


updated  with  more  recent  (1982) 


base  data  from  Department  of 
City  Planning;  updated  to 


include  8/6/82  cumulative  list; 


revised  to  show  load  factors 
based  upon  planned  capacity. 


Mixed  vehicle  impacts 


updated  to  include  8/6/82 
cumulative  list. 


Parking  impacts 


updated  to  include  8/6/82 
cumulative  list;  revised  to 
incorporate  loss  of  existing 
temporary  parking. 


Each  of  the  above  topics  is  addressed  as  a  separate  subheading,  below. 
Each  subheading  is  followed  by  applicable  Comments,  a  Response,  and  an  EIP. 
text  revision.    Each  EIR  text  revision  contains  information  responding  to 
Comments  in  that  subheading,  as  well  as  information  necessary  to  update 
the  cumulative  analysis. 

The  cumulative  development  lists  and  other  material  supporting  the  impact 
updates  and  revisions  are  included  in  Appendix  C.    Portions  of  Appendix  C 
are  revised  or  deleted  to  better  reflect  the  methodology  used  in  the 
cumulative  analysis.    All  of  the  material  for  Appendix  C  can  be  found 
after  p.  C&R-171. 

The  following  sub-section  which  discusses  travel  demand  from  downtown 
office  developments  is  inserted  on  p.  152  following  Travel  Demand.  The 
Draft  EIR  originally  contained  discussion  of  cumulative  travel  demand  in 
Appendix  C  but  did  not  have  a  similar  discussion  in  the  text.  The 
following  section  moves  elements  of  the  cumulative  analysis  into  the  text. 

Cumulative  Development  Travel  Demand.    A  total  of  16.6  million  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  is  proposed,  approved  or  under 
construction  in  the  City,  excluding  any  part  of  the  Main  Program. 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  in  Appendix  C,  p.  C-7,  show  the  projects  included 
in  the  cumulative  analysis.    Approximately  1.3  million  gross  sq.  ft. 
of  existing  office  space  would  be  replaced  by  the  proposed 
development,  resulting  in  about  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new 
office  space.    This  growth,  and  the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net 
new  retail  space  proposed,  approved,  or  under  construction,  would 
generate  approximately  46,000  person  trip  ends  during  the  weekday 
p.m.  peak  hour  in  addition  to  the  travel  generated  by  the  Main 
Program. 
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Peak-hour  travel  by  mode  for  the  Main  Program  and  cumulative  office 
development  is  shown  in  Table  14a.    The  modal  assignments  have  been 
made  assuming  existing  travel  patterns  and  do  not  attempt  to  predict 
any  modal  shift  (see  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171,  for  further 
discussion).    As  the  bridge  and  freeway  system  serving  the  City  is 
currently  near  capacity  during  peak  hours,  the  present  population  of 
persons  traveling  by  single-occupant  automobiles  might  be  expected  to 
change  in  the  future.    Much  of  the  City-wide  peak-hour  increase  might 
be  expected  to  be  accommodated  by  a  shift  from  single-occupant 
automobile  to  ridesharing  or  public  transit. 


TABLE  14a:    PROJECTED  P.M.  PEAK-HOUR  PERSON-TRIP  ENDS  BY  TRAVEL  MODE* 


Projects 

Projects 

Modal 

Under 

Approved 

Under 

Main 

Grand 

Type 

Construction** 

Projects** 

Formal  Review** 

Total 

Program 

Total 

Automobi le 

6,350 

4,510 

3,650 

14,510 

7,600 

22,110 

Muni 

4,990 

3,560 

2,900 

11,450 

4,360 

15,810 

BART 

3,370 

2,400 

1,950 

7,720 

2,440 

10,160 

A/C 

1,560 

1,100 

880 

3,540 

1,240 

4,780 

SamTrans 

230 

160 

130 

520 

180 

700 

SPRR 

850 

610 

490 

1,950 

720 

2,670 

GGT 

750 

530 

430 

1,710 

620 

2,330 

Ferry 

160 

110 

90 

360 

140 

500 

Walk 

1,390 

1,210 

1,490 

4,090 

340 

4,430 

18,650 

14,190 

12.010 

45,850 

17,640 

63,490 

Convention  Center  (maximum  attendance  day)*** 

12,000 

29,600 

*  Projections  based  upon  distribution  shown  in  Table  C-10,  Appendix  C,  p.  C-13. 
**  Individual  buildings  are  listed  in  Table  C-8,  Appendix  C,  p.  C-7.  Two 
buildings  under  construction  (Convention  Plaza  and  Verba  Buena  West)  and  two 
approved  buildings  (National  Maritime  Union  and  an  Office  Bldg.  on  SB-1)  that 
are  part  of  the  Main  Program  that  have  been  included  in  Table  C-8.    The  travel 
from  these  four  developments  has  been  included  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  and 
does  not  appear  as  part  of  the  non-YBC  cumulative  development. 
***  The  convention  center  (on  a  maximum  attendance  day)  is  shown  as  part  of  the 
Main  Program  for  purposes  of  comparison  with  other  tables  in  this  supplement 
and  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  convention  center  is  actually  part  of  existing 
conditions  as  it  is  already  in  use. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has 
been  used  to  estimate  employment  and  the  resultant  transportation 
impacts  of  both  the  Main  Program  and  cumulative  development.  An 
alternative  type  of  approach  is  to  forecast  travel  demand  based  upon 
regional  projections  of  future  employment  (employment  trend 
approach) ./I a/    Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171,  contains  a 
discussion  of  the  differences  between  the  two  approaches. 

The  following  notes  are  added  on  p.  149,  following  note  /I/: 

/la/  The  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  Environmental  Review 
(OER),  has  issued  a  memorandum,  dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the 
subject  of  the  differences  in  the  1 and-use  and  employment  trend 
approaches,  and  recommending  that  both  approaches  be  used  in  future 
EIRs  to  give  a  more  balanced  assessment  of  future  peak  transportation 
demand.    This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and  available  from  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor.  The 
memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental  differences  between  the 
two  approaches  and  also  gives  the  limitations  of  each  approach. 

Transit 


Capacities  and  Load  Factors;  1981  and  1988 
COMMENT 

"In  order  to  be  informative,  the  transit  ridership  table  on  p.  157  should  also 
include  columns  stating  1981  capacities  and  load  factors,  and  1988  load 
factors  based  on  present  capacities,  and  1988  load  factors  based  on  estimated 
1988  capacities."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  transit  impacts  section  is  updated  to  incorporate  analysis  of 
cumulative  impacts  based  upon  the  August  6,  1982  cumulative  list  from  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.    As  part  of  the  revisions,  the  existing 
ridership  counts  were  updated  with  more  recent  data.    Table  C-6, 
Appendix  C,  shows  the  revised  existing  data.    Table  16,  showing  transit 
conditions,  is  revised  to  show  future  load  factors  based  upon  proposed 
transit  agency  Five-Year  plan  capacities  as  well  as  future  load  factors 
based  upon  existing  capacities. 


Capacity  and  Seated  Capacity 
COMMENT 

"Page  258,  we  should  include  a  table  of  all  Muni  lines  involved  that  show  -- 
that  will  show  actual  situation.    Using  the  number  1.0  means  a  hundred  fifty 
percent  of  capacity.    This  Table  C-6  seems  misleading.    Our  0.80  may  mean  a 
hundred  thirty  percent  of  capacity,  and  on  some  Muni  lines  it  may  be  much 
worse,  perhaps  as  much  as  a  hundred  eighty  percent.    We  need  to  have  a  true 
picture  of  how  the  Muni  crowding  --  that  the  Muni  crowding  will  be." 
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"P.  156,  3rd  paragraph,  last  line  -  Is  'available'  [the]  right  word?  [Is] 
'necessary'  has  been  included  in  the  1988  Base  a  better  word?    Or  don't  I 
understand  [the]  meaning?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Table  C-7,  which  is  added  to  Appendix  C  (following  p.  C&R-171  of  this 
document)  shows  line-by-line  Muni  loadings  with  load  factors  based  upon 
existing  capacity  only.    Proposed  capacity  increases  are  not  shown  in 
Table  C-7.    Table  C-6  presents  existing  conditions  on  each  transit  agency 
in  terms  of  seated  capacity  and  recommended  maximum  (total)  seated  and 
standing  capacity  used.    It  can  be  noted  in  Table  C-6,  for  Muni,  that  90% 
of  total  capacity  used  corresponds  to  134%  of  seated  capacity  used. 
Seated  capacity  calculations  are  only  shown  for  purposes  of  comparison. 

Capacity  of  transit  vehicles,  as  it  has  been  used  in  the  EIR,  has  been 
assumed  to  be  recommended  maximum  capacity  as  defined  by  each  transit 
agency.    The  actual  values  used  are  shown  in  Table  C-6,  Appendix  C,  at  the 
bottom  of  the  page.    The  load  factor  calculation  is  made  by  dividing 
ridership  by  recommended  maximum  capacity.    Thus,  a  load  factor  of  1.0  is 
equivalent  to  100%  of  recommended  maximum  capacity  being  used.  Load 
factors  in  excess  of  1.0  indicate  loadings  in  excess  of  recommended 
maximum  seated  and  standing  capacity. 

The  intent  of  the  sentence  in  the  3rd  paragraph  on  p.  156  of  the  EIR  is  to 
explain  that  the  spreading  of  peak-period  conditions  is  constrained  by  the 
amount  of  transit  capacity  avai 1  able.    This  paragraph  is  revised  to 
incorporate  the  updated  cumulative  analysis. 


The  transit  impacts  section  on  pp.  156-157  is  replaced  by  the  following, 
in  order  to  reflect  an  updated  cumulative  impacts  analysis,  based  on  the 
list  of  cumulative  projects  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10,  and  to 
incorporate  text  changes  in  response  to  the  Transit  comments,  above. 

Transit  Impacts.    An  analysis  was  made  of  the  cumulative  transit 
impacts  due  to  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  as  set  forth  in 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  Guidel ines.    The  analysis  was 
conducted  on  a  system  level  which  considered  only  the  lines  or  blocks 
of  lines  that  serve  YBC,  and  not  the  entire  transit  system.    As  a 
"worst  case",  this  analysis  assumes  no  expansion  in  the  transit 
system  and  the  results  are  not  dependent  on  increased  City,  State  or 
Federal  funding.    If  existing  City,  State  or  Federal  funding  were  to 
decrease,  operating  conditions  on  the  Muni  and  other  carriers  would 
be  expected  to  deteriorate.    Conversely,  if  City,  State,  and  Federal 
funding  were  to  increase  over  existing  levels,  operating  conditions 
would  be  expected  to  improve. 
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The  results  of  the  transit  analysis  are  shown  in  Table  16,  below. 
The  table  shows  projected  ridership  for  the  1988  Base  condition, 
which  includes  the  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative 
office  development  (outside  YBC)  and  the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
net  new  retail  development  (outside  YBC).    The  1988  Base  condition 
also  includes  existing  ridership,  and  riders  from  the  Convention 
Center,  but  not  from  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program.    Ridership  for  all 
proposed  uses  in  the  Main  Program,  and  load  factors  based  upon 
existing  capacity  are  also  shown  in  Table  16.    As  all  of  the  transit 
agencies  have  five-year  plans  for  improving  service,  load  factors 
based  upon  capacity  proposed  to  occur  in  the  current  five-year  plan 
cycle  (1982-1987)  for  each  transit  agency  are  also  shown  in 
Table  16.    Proposed  capacities  are  shown  in  Appendix  C,  following 
p.  C&R-171. 

The  Main  Program  (excluding  the  Convention  Center)  would  generate 
approximately  2,500  outbound  p.m.  peak-hour  Muni  trips.    The  increase 
due  to  the  Main  Program  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  would  represent 
about  18%  of  the  increase  in  cumulative  development  demand  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  (projects  included  in  the  cumulative  demand 
calculation  are  listed  in  Table  C-8,  Appendix  C,  p.  C-10.    Line  by 
line  Muni  loading  projections  are  shown  in  Appendix  C,  Table  C-7. 

Under  the  1988  Base  conditions,  after  the  addition  of  the  ridership 
from  the  projected  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative 
office  and  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development 
demand  on  most  of  the  affected  Muni  lines  would  exceed  existing 
(1982)  capacity.    This  would  also  be  the  case  for  BART  transbay. 
Southern  Pacific  and  SamTrans.    These  conditions  are  shown  in  Table 
16  in  the  1988  Base  column  under  existing  capacity  Load  Factors, 
where  load  factors  exceed  1.00.    Addition  of  the  Main  Program 
ridership  to  the  1988  Base  ridership  would  cause  demand  on  A-C 
Transit  to  exceed  existing  capacity. 

As  cumulative  demand  increases,  the  length  of  time  of  peak  loadings 
would  increase,  spreading  peak-of-the-peak  conditions  over  time.  As 
some  lines  only  operate  during  heavy  demand  periods  (for  example, 
express  service  for  one  to  two  hours  during  peak  periods),  there  may 
not  be  additional  capacity  available  to  allow  spreading  over  time 
without  adding  more  runs.    (Additional  runs  may  not  require  increases 
in  vehicle  fleet  size  as  the  additional  runs  would  be  extending  the 
peak  period  level  of  service  over  a  longer  period  of  time. 
Additional  runs  would  cause  increases  in  operating  and  maintenance 
costs  and  would  generate  additional  revenue  from  increased  farebox 
return. ) 
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XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Cumulative 


Assuming  that  existing  funding  continues  and  proposed  expansion 
occurs,  the  future  load  factors  on  the  transit  agencies  would  be  as 
shown  in  Table  16  under  the  Proposed  Capacity  Load  Factor  Loading 
columns.    Average  future  loadings  on  Muni  would  be  over  capacity  for 
both  the  1988  Base  condition  and  after  addition  of  the  Main  Program 
ridership.    Average  loadings  on  both  BART  Transbay  and  Westbay, 
including  ridership  from  the  Main  Program  and  from  the  projected 
15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative  office  development 
and  the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development, 
would  not  be  over  capacity  with  the  anticipated  five-year  plan 
capacity  increase.    A-C  Transit  does  not  have  any  increases  proposed 
for  its  transbay  service  and  would,  therefore,  be  operating  at  98%  of 
its  recommended  maximum  capacity  under  1988  Base  conditions. 
Addition  of  the  Main  Program  demand  (excluding  the  Convention  Center) 
would  cause  loadings  on  A-C  Transit  to  exceed  capacity.  Average 
future  loadings  on  SamTrans  would  be  under  seated  capacity  when  the 
anticipated  capacity  becomes  available.    Southern  Pacif ic/CalTrain 
does  not  have  any  proposals  to  increase  seated  capacity  and  would, 
therefore,  operate  in  excess  of  its  recommended  maximum  capacity 
under  the  1988  Base  conditions  as  well  as  after  addition  of  the  Main 
Program  demand.    Average  future  loadings  (including  the  cumulative 
demand  and  the  Main  Program  demand)  on  Golden  Gate  Transit  would  not 
exceed  capacity  when  the  proposed  additions  become  available. 


Mixed-Vehicle  Impacts 


Intersection  Level  of  Service 
COMMENTS 

"Looking  at  1981  level  of  any  intersection  South  of  Market,  including  the 
building  boom,  exclusive  of  YBC.    We  doubt  —  I  doubt  level  C  or  D 
conclusion.    Please  check  data  from  recent  EIR's.    That  data  should  be  used 
for  base,  plus  cumulative  plan,  plus  Main  Program  in  table  form." 

"...it  doesn't  show  any  level  F,  and  at  Planning  we  all  know  that  Main,  Beale, 
and  other  streets  have  long  since  been  level  F.    This  EIR  assumes  people  won't 
be  heading  for  freeways  and  other  clogged  intersection." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  mixed-vehicle  impacts  section  is  updated  (see  p.  C&R-96)  to 
incorporate  the  revised  cumulative  methodology.    Table  17  is  revised  in 
this  new  section  to  show  the  projected  effects  of  known  cumulative 
development.    The  intersections  shown  in  Table  17  are  those  that  would  be 
most  directly  affected  by  the  YBC  Main  Program.    The  assumptions  about 
traffic  assignments  are  discussed  in  Appendix  F  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  in  the 
revised  Appendix  C,  of  this  Comments  and  Responses  document. 
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XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Cumulative 

The  effect  of  revising  the  cumulative  traffic  demand  has  been  to  slightly 
alter  the  1988  Base  volume  to  capacity  ratios.    Levels  of  Service  are 
unchanged  from  the  values  originally  shown  in  the  draft  Supplement  with 
the  exception  of  the  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets  which 
shifts  from  D  to  C  (v/c  decrease  from  0.03  to  0.79).    This  change  is  a 
result  of  replacing  the  use  of  a  limited  cumulative  list  and  a  nominal 
growth  rate  which  would  account  for  non-analyzed  growth  with  the 
comprehensive  list  of  downtown  development  shown  in  Table  C-8,  p.  C-7. 

Recently  published  data  (i.e.  135  Main  St.  Draft  Supplement)  show  that 
future  conditions  at  the  Main  St.  and  Beale  St.  intersections  with  Mission 
St.  would  be  at  Level  of  Service  F  assuming  that  existing  travel  patterns 
continue  and  that  no  intersection  improvements  are  made.    Addition  of 
traffic  from  the  Main  Program  would  add  to  the  congestion  at  these 
intersections. 


Cumulative  Impacts  on  Major  SF  Gateways 
COMMENT 

"What  will  be  the  impacts  of  these  vehicles  on  major  thoroughfares  (US  101, 
1-80,  Lombard  Street,  etc)?    Please  use  transportation  flow  models,  corridor 
capacities,  present  loadings  and  cumulative  growth  to  estimate  backups  on 
freeways  and  freeway  ramps,  at  toll  plazas,  and  other  figures  of  merit." 
(Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Estimates  of  Main  Program  traffic  increases  on  major  thoroughfares  can  be 
made  on  the  assumption  that  existing  travel  patterns  would  remain 
constant.    Traffic  impacts,  as  analyzed  in  this  EIR,  are  dependent  upon 
the  availability  of  parking  in  the  YBC  area  and  of  sufficient  highway 
capacity.    Table  17  analyzes  traffic  impacts  from  cumulative  office 
development  downtown  and  from  the  Main  Program  at  several  intersections 
near  freeway  access  points  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.    The  analyzed 
intersections  serve  the  Downtown  and,  consequently,  traffic  to  and  from 
the  Downtown  can  be  assumed  to  constitute  the  majority  of  traffic  using 
the  intersections.    Thus,  as  the  analysis  projects  downtown  traffic 
increases,  any  error  from  non-downtown  traffic  that  has  not  been  analyzed 
can  be  assumed  to  be  within  the  level  of  accuracy  of  the  analysis. 
Downtown  San  Francisco  traffic  cannot  necessarily  be  assumed  to  make  up 
the  major  traffic  component  on  facilities  serving  regional  traffic,  such 
as  toll  plazas  and  freeways.    For  example,  some  sizeable,  but  unknown, 
proportion  of  the  peak-hour  traffic  on  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay 
Bridge  commutes  between  the  East  Bay  and  the  north  Peninsula;  both  1-80 
and  U.S.  101  carry  regional  and  interstate  traffic,  including  trucks, 
through  the  City.    In  this  case  the  magnitude  of  error  that  would  result 
from  not  projecting  non-downtown  traffic  increases  would  invalidate  the 
results  of  analysis  that  projects  only  downtown  traffic  increases. 
Regional  projections  of  traffic  flow  would  require  a  data  base  that 
currently  does  not  exist.    Estimates  of  impacts  caused  by  increases  in  one 
component  of  the  traffic  stream  without  accurate  estimates  of  increases  in 
the  remainder  of  the  traffic  stream  would  not  produce  accurate  results. 


C&R-97 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Cumulative 


Accurate  projections  of  regional  traffic  impacts  would  require  information 
about  future  modal  splits  and  the  elasticity  of  driver  choice  of  travel 
routes.    As  an  example,  of  the  100,000  vehicles  that  use  the  San 
Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge  on  a  weekday,  only  a  fraction  are  traveling 
to  Downtown.    The  rest  are  headed  for  other  destinations  in  the  North  Bay, 
on  the  Peninsula,  or  further  south  to  Santa  Clara  and  Santa  Cruz 
counties.    Alternative  routes  to  most  of  the  destinations  currently  exist, 
although  most  travel  times  are  longer  than  travel  times  on  routes  using 
the  Bay  Bridge.    If  the  downtown  share  of  Bay  Bridge  traffic  were  to 
increase  congestion  on  the  Bay  Bridge  to  the  point  that  alternative  routes 
become  attractive,  then  some  drivers  with  destinations  other  than  San 
Francisco  could  be  expected  to  shift  routes.    Alternatively,  people 
currently  driving  might  shift  to  transit  or  ridesharing.    If  shifts  of 
mode  or  route  occurred  at  a  large  scale,  the  travel  patterns  in  the  region 
would  change  sufficiently  to  invalidate  assumptions  necessary  to  project 
traffic  impacts. 

Based  on  the  assumption  that  existing  modal  split  and  residential  patterns 
would  continue  unchanged  into  the  future  it  is  possible  to  assign  downtown 
vehicle  trips  to  the  major  corridors  serving  San  Francisco.    As  stated 
above,  this  process  does  not  project  non-downtown  growth  and,  thus  is 
presented  in  the  text  revision  below  for  comparative  purposes  only. 


The  second  paragraph  under  Mixed  Vehicles  on  p.  158  of  the  EIR  is  replaced 
with  the  following,  in  order  to  reflect  an  updated  cumulative  impacts 
analysis,  based  on  the  list  of  cumulative  projects  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9, 
pp.  C-7  -  C-10,  and  to  incorporate  text  changes  in  response  to  the 
Mixed-Vehicle  Impact  comments,  above. 

Table  17  shows  the  impact  of  Main-Program-related  traffic  at  seven 
intersections  in  YBC.    The  1988  base  values  include  traffic  increases 
from  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  office  space  and 
0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  space  (Appendix  C, 
p.  C-10).    The  Convention  Center  has  been  included  as  part  of  the 
1988  Base  conditions.    All  other  YBC  development  has  been  treated  as 
part  of  the  Main  Program.    The  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts. 
is  currently  in  Level  of  Service  D  conditions  because  of  construction 
lane  blockage  associated  with  outgoing  construction.    Without  the 
lane  blocked,  the  intersection  would  operate  in  Level  of  Service  B. 
Assuming  that  intersection  capacities  would  remain  at  1981  levels, 
the  seven  intersections  would  be  brought  to  no  worse  than  Level  of 
Service  C  operation  during  the  peak  hours  by  the  cumulative 
development  traffic.    Addition  of  the  Main  Program  traffic  would 
change  the  Levels  of  Service  from  Level  C  to  D  conditions  during  the 
peak  hour  at  three  of  the  intersections.    Increases  in  pedestrian 
activity  in  YBC  would  cause  more  delay  to  turning  vehicles  at 
intersections  in  the  YBC  vicinity. 
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Table  17  on  p.    159  is  replaced  with  the  following: 


TABLE  17:  PROJECTED  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  (V/C) 
RATIOS 


1981/2        1988  Base**     1988  Base+Main  Program 
Intersection  V/C       LOS*    V/C        LOS*  V/C  LOS* 


P.M.  Peak  Hour 


Fourth  and  Market 

0.57 

A 

0.65 

8 

0.76 

C 

Fourth  and  Mission 

0.65 

B 

0.73 

C 

0.79 

c 

Fourth  and  Howard 

0.85*** 

D 

0.71 

C 

0.84 

D 

Fourth  and  Harrison 

0.65 

B 

0.79 

C 

0.87 

D 

A.M.  Peak  Hour 

Third  and  Mission 

0.68 

B 

0.75 

C 

0.80 

C 

Third  and  Market 

0.58 

A 

0.66 

B 

0.67 

B 

Fourth  and  Bryant 

0.55 

A 

0.66 

C 

0.81 

D 

LOS  -  Level  of  Service 

1988  Base  includes  existing  traffic,  traffic  from  the  15.3 

million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative  development  and  the 

0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development  (listed 

in  Table  C-S,  p.  C-7)  outside  YBC  and  traffic  from  the 

convention  center,  but  not  from  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program. 

Some  restriction  at  intersection  due  to  lane  closure  for 

construction.    1988  values  assume  no  closure. 

See  Appendix  C,  Table  C-5,  for  definition  of  Levels  of  Service 

and  Table  C-4  for  lane  capacities  at  Level  of  Service. 

Based  upon  manual  intersection  counts  made  by  TJKM  in  December, 

1981. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


The  following  paragraph  is  inserted  on  p.  158  following  the  third 
paragraph : 

Based  upon  existing  travel  patterns  and  modal  split,  cumulative 
downtown  development  not  including  the  Main  Program  would  add 
approximately  2,200  vehicle  to  the  Bay  Bridge  during  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.    The  Bay  Bridge  currently  carries  17,800  vehicles  in  the  p.m. 
peak  hour.    The  cumulative  downtown  development,  not  including  the 
the  traffic  contributions  from  the  Main  Program,  would  represent 
about  10%  of  existing  traffic  levels.    The  Main  Program  would  add 
about  1,300  additional  vehicles  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  currently  carries  11,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.    Cumulative  downtown  development  not  including  the  Main  Program 
would  generate  an  additional  2,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
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The  Main  Program  would  create  demand  for  about  800  vehicles  during 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.    It  is  likely  that  most 
of  these  vehicles  would  approach  the  Bridge  on  Lombard  St. 
Cumulative  downtown  development  not  including  the  Main  Program  would 
add  about  2,700  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  the  two  freeways 
(US  101  and  1-280)  that  serve  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  Counties. 
These  freeways  combined  currently  carry  about  26,400  vehicles  in  the 
p.m.  peak  hour.    The  Main  Program  would  add  about  1,000  vehicles  to 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  the  freeways  serving  the  Peninsula. /lb/ 

Footnote  /lb/  is  inserted  following  footnote  /la/  on  p.  165. 

/lb/  Traffic  counts  from  1981  Traffic  Volumes  on  California  State 
Highways,  CalTrans,  April  1982. 

Parking 


Cumulative  Parking  Demand 
COMMENT 

"The  cumulative  parking  demand  due  to  projects  outside  YBC  (14,800  +  2,530 
spaces)  seems  far  too  low,  even  for  the  inadequate  cumulative  impact  level 
used.    The  Spear/Main  EIR  estimated  an  18,000  space  demand,  based  on 
additional  9  million  square  feet  of  development.    Thus,  even  for  the  low 
figure  of  18  million  square  feet  cited  on  p.  54,  cumulative  parking  demand 
could  be  for  36,000  spaces,  more  than  twice  that  noted  in  this  Draft  EIR. 
Please  rectify  this  discrepancy."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  cumulative  parking  demand  calculations  are  revised  to  include  demand 
from  cumulative  office  and  retail  development  in  the  greater  downtown  area 
(see  revised  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171).    Cumulative  office  and 
retail  development,  not  including  the  Main  Program,  would  generate  demand 
for  about  14,800  long-term  parking  spaces  and  about  1,600  short-term 
parking  spaces. 


Temporary  Spaces 
COMMENT 

"It  is  difficult  to  determine  the  overall  parking  impact  of  the  Main  Program, 
because  there  is  no  figure  given  for  the  number  of  temporary  parking  spaces 
presently  in  the  YBC  Project  site.    What  is  the  total  number  of  spaces  on  the 
project  site  today?    How  many  spaces  would  be  removed  under  the  Main  Program? 
Please  show  the  actual  total  parking  deficit  due  to  the  Main  Program  (10,000 
space  demand  generated,  plus  number  of  existing  spaces  removed,  minus 
off-street  spaces  provided) . "    (Carl  Imparato) 


C&R-lOO 


1 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Cumulative 

RESPONSE 

There  are  currently  approximately  1,780  temporary  parking  spaces  in  YBC 
that  remain  to  be  removed  from  the  Project  Area  under  the  Main  Program. 
The  Main  Program  proposes  3,320  accessory  spaces  and  1,896  public  spaces, 
for  a  net  increase  of  3,440  spaces  over  the  present.    It  should  be  noted 
that  the  temporary  spaces  are  an  interim  land  use  between  clearance  and 
construction,  and  were  never  intended  to  be  a  long-term  land  use  in  YBC. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  160  of  the  Supplement  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows: 

The  Main  Program  has  the  potential  to  provide  approximately  5,220 
off-street  parking  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would  also  remove  about 
1,780  existing  temporary  parking  spaces.    Thus  the  net  deficit  for 
the  Main  Program  would  be  about  6,500  spaces. /3/ 


Existing  Excess  Parking  Capacity 
COMMENTS 

"Any  alleged  need  for  more  parking  should  be  met  by  the  excess  capacity  of 
parking  already  existing  nearby  as  well  as  by  public  transportation.    We  do 
acknowledge  the  need  for  parking  for  convention  exhibitors  and  for  residents, 
as  well  as  a  minimal  amount  for  handicapped  and  otherwise  burdened  visitors." 

"The  2nd  Supplement  EIR  does  not  recognize  the  problem  we  identify  but  fails 
to  address  it  sufficiently  with  mitigating  measures.    It  fails  in  its  analysis 
to  identify  already  available  parking  which  surely  could  meet  some  portion  of 
the  projected  increased  demand.    (Garages  such  as  Fifth  and  Mission  and  The 
Hearst  Building  Garage  appear  to  have  considerable  space  available.)" 
(Tony  Kilroy) 

RESPONSE 

The  revised  cumulative  parking  analysis  takes  into  account  existing  unused 
spaces.    Use  of  excess  transit  capacity  to  reduce  the  increase  in  parking 
demand  is  as  specified  in  the  Master  Plan  (see  p.  161  of  the  EIR). 
However,  as  discussed  under  the  Responses  to  Neighborhood  Parking  and 
Quantification  of  Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements, 
pp.  C&R-121  and  C&R-120,  use  of  excess  transit  capacity  would  require  a 
modal  shift  from  auto  to  transit  that  would  be  entirely  dependent  upon 
individual  choice.    Any  use  of  disincentives  (i.e.,  limiting  parking  in 
the  YBC  area)  would  have  the  potential  effect  of  causing  parking  demand  to 
encroach  upon  adjacent  areas  and  residential  neighborhoods  along  commute 
corridors  in  the  City. 

The  third  paragraph  on  p.  160  of  the  EIR  that  starts  "The  parking  demand 
from  each  of  the  buildings  .  .  ."  is  removed. 
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The  third  paragraph  on  p.  160  is  replaced  with  the  following,  in  order  to 
reflect  an  updated  cumulative  impacts  analysis,  based  on  the  list  of 
cumulative  projects  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10,  and  to 
incorporate  text  changes  in  response  to  the  Parking  comments,  above. 

Using  the  methodology  described  in  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171, 
long-term  parking  demand  for  the  Convention  Center  and  the  15.3 
million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative  office  development  and 
the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development  proposed 
in  the  greater  downtown  area  has  been  calculated  to  be  about  14,800 
spaces.    The  Main  Program  (excluding  the  Convention  Center)  would 
create  a  long-term  parking  demand  of  7,500  spaces  for  a  total 
long-term  demand  of  22,300  long-term  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would 
be  34%  of  the  total  long-term  demand  in  the  downtown.    The  short-term 
parking  demand  from  the  cumulative  office  and  retail  development 
would  be  about  1,600  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would  add  demand  for 
2,500  spaces  for  a  total  short-term  demand  of  about  4,000  spaces. 
The  Main  Program  would  be  60%  of  the  total  short-term  demand.  The 
total  parking  demand  (both  long  and  short-term)  would  be  26,300 
spaces  of  which  the  Main  Program  would  be  33%. 

A  recent  survey  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  shows  that  there 
are  about  37,000  off-street  parking  spaces  in  the  C-3  district  and  an 
additional  6,500  spaces  in  the  area  bounded  by  The  Embarcadero, 
Folsom,  Eighth  and  Bryant  Streets. /4A/    Based  on  average  occupancy, 
about  4,100  spaces  are  available  on  a  daily  basis.    The  Main  Program 
would  have  the  potential  to  provide  5,200  spaces  for  a  total  of 
9,300  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would  also  displace  about  1,800 
existing  temporary  spaces.    The  cumulative  demand  for  the  whole 
downtown  area  including  YBC  would  create  a  theoretical  net  deficit  of 
14,700  spaces. 

Parking  demand  has  been  based  upon  existing  travel  patterns  and  is 
not  dependent  upon  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  or  by  the 
abilty  of  the  freeway  and  bridge  system  to  carry  the  additional 
demand.    Freeway  and  bridge  capacity  into  downtown  is  essentially 
fixed  at  existing  levels  as  major  construction  would  be  required  to 
add  new  capacity.    Therefore,  the  net  deficit  of  14,700  spaces  does 
not  mean  that  14,700  autos  would  be  driving  on  City  streets  in  search 
of  parking.    Rather,  the  travel  demand  represented  by  the  parking 
deficit  would  most  likely  shift  to  ridesharing  or  transit.  Increased 
ridesharing  would  not  only  reduce  parking  demand  but  would  also 
reduce  traffic  impacts  from  the  worst-case  impacts  shown  in  Table  17, 
p.  C&R-99.    Increased  transit  use  would  add  to  the  demands  on  the 
regional  and  local  transit  systems,  particularly  Muni. 

The  deficit  may  be  less  than  this  estimate  as  the  parking  survey  did 
not  inventory  parking  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  the  areas  west  of 
Eighth  Street,  south  of  Bryant  Street  or  north  of  Washington  Street 
(all  of  which  contain  proposed  projects  which  are  included  in  the 
cumulative  analysis).    The  survey  did  indicate  that  inside  the  study 
area  about  6,000  parking  spaces  have  been  added  since  1967  and 
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approximately  1,400  are  proposed  to  be  added  (exclusive  of  parking 
spaces  to  be  provided  in  Verba  Buena  Center). 

An  alternative  approach  to  calculating  the  short-term  parking  deficit 
is  to  project  the  short-term  parking  demand  that  might  be  expected  to 
compete  for  the  parking  on  the  project  area.    Not  all  of  the 
cumulative  1,630-space  short-term  demand  would  attempt  to  park  in  the 
project  area  as  not  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  located 
near  YBC.    The  assumption  that  short-term  parkers  would  attempt  to 
park  within  a  5  minute  walk  of  their  destinations  (approximately 
1,000  feet)  was  used  to  define  the  area  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
Main  Program  short-term  parking  demand. 

Within  the  near  vicinity  (about  1,000  feet)  of  the  YBC  area  are 
approximately  8,750  commercially  available  off-street  parking 
spaces.    About  420  of  these  spaces  are  located  on  sites  of  projects 
approved  or  under  formal  review  and  about  1,780  are  located  on 
parcels  in  the  YBC  area  that  would  be  developed  under  the  Main 
Program.    Average  daytime  occupancy  in  the  unaffected  spaces  is 
approximately  81%  with  about  1,210  spaces  open  at  any  one  time. 

Cumulative  short-term  parking  demand  from  YBC  and  from  buildings 
proposed  and  under  construction  near  YBC  (that  would  compete  for  the 
parking  within  1,000  ft.  of  YBC)  is  projected  to  be  2,780  spaces. 
The  Main  Program  would  represent  about  90%  of  this  demand.    The  net 
cumulative  short-term  parking  in  the  area  within  1,000  ft.  of  YBC, 
including  the  5,220  spaces  in  YBC,  would  be  able  to  meet  the 
cumulative  short-term  demand.    This  calculation  does  not  take  into 
account  any  competition  from  long-term  parkers. 

The  following  note  is  added  to  p.  165  following  note  /4/: 

/4A/  Inventory  of  Off-Street  Parking  Spaces.  San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  Planning,  May  24,  1982. 


NON-CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION-RELATED  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Pedestrians 

Pedestrian  Routes 

COMMENT 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Pedestrians,  pg.  152:    'Principal  pedestrian  routes'  on  Third 
and  Fourth  St.  would  certainly  include  the  Fol som-Howard  blocks  as  well,  given 
proposed  Southern  Blocks  developments;  text  is  in  error."    (John  Elberling) 
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RESPONSE 

Pedestrian  travel  to  the  Convention  Center  would  be  about  40%  of  the  p.m. 
peak-hour  travel  in  the  YBC  area.    The  majority  of  Convention  Center 
pedestrian  travel  has  been  assumed  to  be  to  and  from  the  north  of  Market 
area  where  hotel,  retail  and  transit  services  are  concentrated.    For  this 
reason.  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  north  of  Howard  have  been  described  as 
principal  pedestrian  routes.    Without  the  Convention  Center  attendance  the 
pedestrian  flows  shown  in  Table  15,  p.  155,  would  be  considerably  less  and 
pedestrian  travel  would  be  distributed  more  uniformly  over  sidewalks  on 
Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  from  Folsom  St.  to  Market  St. 

The  first  sentence  under  "Pedestrian  Impacts"  on  p.  152  is  amended  to  read: 

Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  north  of  Howard  St.  would  be  the  principle 
pedestrian  routes  through  YBC  during  days  that  the  Convention  Center 
is  in  use. 


Crowded  Sidewalks  and  Pedestrian  Safety 
COMMENTS 

"There's  discussion  about  crowded  sidewalks,  and  we  need  to  know  what  kind  of 
project  would  make  sidewalks  passable."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"The  garage  entrances  will  reduce  sidewalk  space  for  pedestrians  further,  and 
even  now  the  sidewalks  are  too  narrow  to  accommodate  the  number  of 
pedestrians."    (Doris  Kahn) 

"Text  properly  notes  future  'crowded'  conditions  on  sidewalks,  but  omits  note 
of  the  particular  vulnerability  of  the  YBC  area's  elderly  population  to  this 
impact.    At  such  levels,  both  the  real  and  perceived  lack  of  pedestrian  safety 
for  the  elderly  may  result  in  an  involuntary  ' imprisionment'  of  elderly 
residents,  especially  those  with  impaired  mobility,  within  their  elderly 
housing  projects." 

"A  second  major  concern  of  the  Consortium's  members  are  the  problems  of 
pedestrian  safety.    ...I  mean  safety  in  terms  of  auto  traffic. . .What  it  [the 
EIR]  fails  to  note  is  that  obviously  the  elderly  and  handicapped  suffer  the 
most  in  any  circumstances  of  sidewalk  congestion. . .The  EIR  mitigation  has  to 
address  in  a  much  better  way  solving  the  pedestrian  congestion  problems  along 
Fourth  Street  in  particular."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Projections  of  future  pedestrian  conditions  (based  upon  existing  sidewalk 
widths)  are  discussed  on  pp.  152-155  of  this  EIR.    The  YBC  FEIR  contains 
discussion  of  pedestrian  conditions  for  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D. 
Mitigation  has  been  suggested  in  this  Supplement  (p.  213)  and  additional 
mitigation  is  discussed  on  pp.  C&R-108  and  C&R-109  of  this  document. 
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How  the  project  would  effect  crowded  sidewalks  depends  on  its  mix  of  uses 
at  critical  locations,  and  whether  or  not  the  combinations  of  uses  at 
these  locations  are  high  pedestrian-generators.    For  example,  uses  on  CB-1 
would  have  a  direct  effect  on  the  Fourth  St.  sidewalk  between  Mission  and 
Market  Sts.,  shown  in  Table  15,  p.  155  of  the  EIR  as  that  YBC  sidewalk 
segment  projected  to  be  most  crowded  during  the  daily  peak  15  minutes  in 
the  1988  Base  Case.    The  Main  Program  for  CB-1  includes  2,200  hotel  rooms, 
200,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  commercial  uses  and  590,000  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space.    These  three  uses,  listed  in  decreasing  order  of  total  daily 
pedestrian  trips  generated,  are  the  three  largest  generators  of  pedestrian 
trips  on  the  block.    The  retail  commercial  uses  generate  the  greatest 
number  of  pedestrian  trips  per  square  foot,  however.    Therefore,  reduction 
of  retail  commercial  space  would  be  the  most  effective  in  improving 
pedestrian  circulation  nearby.    For  example,  120,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail 
commercial  uses  would  generate  the  same  number  of  total  daily  pedestrian 
trips  from  CB-1  as  would  300  hotel  rooms  plus  213,000  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space.    It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  results  of  allowing  no  new 
construction  on  CB-1  would  improve  1988  conditions  on  Fourth  St.  sidewalks 
betweeen  Mission  and  Market  Sts.  by  less  than  one  pedestrian  level  of 
service  (see  Table  15,  p.  155  and  Table  C-3,  Appendix  C,  p.  255).    This  is 
because  contributions  from  CB-1  or  other  nearby  YBC  blocks  would  be  small 
in  comparison  with  pedestrian  traffic  generated  in  the  area  by  the  1988 
Base  Case  (which  includes  the  Convention  Center). 

Because  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  project  what  percent  of  the 
future  pedestrian  travel  mobility-impaired  persons  would  comprise,  no 
quantitative  analysis  of  pedestrian  impacts  specific  to  the 
mobility-impaired  population  in  the  YBC  area  has  been  made.  However, 
mention  of  the  particular  vulnerabl i ity  of  the  mobility-impaired  to 
"crowded"  sidewalk  conditions  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  second  full 
paragraph  on  p.  153,  as  follows:    "The  mobility-impaired  would  be  affected 
by  these  conditions,  and  would  occasionally  find  their  movement 
restricted."    It  should  be  noted  that  these  worst-case  conditions  would 
occur  only  during  maximum  .attendance  at  the  Convention  Center  (24,000 
persons,  expected  to  occur  fewer  than  five  times  per  year),  AND  only  when 
this  capacity  crowd  lets  out  during  the  evening  peak  hour  (see  p.  153  of 
the  EIR).    "Crowded"  sidewalk  conditions,  therefore,  would  last  at  most 
for  a  few  hours,  less  than  five  times  per  year. 

The  Main  Program  has  not  yet  been  designed  in  sufficient  detail  to  provide 
specific  information  about  curb  cuts,  garage  entrances,  building  entrances 
and  future  sidewalk  widths.    The  level  of  analysis  in  this  Supplement  has 
been  developed  to  correspond  to  the  level  of  detail  of  the  Main  Program 
plans.    Driveway  placement  would  not  significantly  reduce  sidewalk 
capacity,  as  all  driveways  would  be  at  sidewalk  grade.    It  is  recognized, 
however,  that  driveway  placement  is  an  important  concern  for  pedestrian 
safety.    The  third  full  group  of  mitigation  measures  on  p.  211  of  the  EIR 
has  been  included  to  address  this  problem.    Restrictive  sidewalk  widths 
are  recognized  in  this  EIR.    The  projections  shown  in  Table  15,  p.  155, 
are  based  on  existing  conditions  (i.e.  available  width);  any  activity  or 


C&R-105 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Non-Cumulative 

obstruction  that  might  reduce  the  available  sidewalk  width  would  cause 
even  greater  impacts  than  those  shown  in  Table  15.    Mitigation  measures 
listed  on  the  bottom  of  p.  210  and  the  top  of  p.  211  would  reduce 
projected  sidewalk  crowding  by  increasing  effective  sidewalk  width. 


Pedestrian/Traffic  Conflicts 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Setting)  Pedestrians  Traffic  Characteristics,  pg.  79:    Both  the  FEIR 
and  the  Second  Supplement  omit  any  discussion  of  current  pedestrian  safety 
hazards  in  the  YBC  area,  a  grave  omission.    As  disussed  in  the  'YBC 
Neighborhood  Plan'  prepared  and  submitted  by  the  Consortium  to  SFRA  in  1981 
(and  which  is  enclosed,  hereby  incorporated  into  these  comments),  two 
hazardous  situations  presently  exist: 

a.  The  Fourth  and  Mission  intersection  and  adjacent  area.    Due  to  the  complex 
auto  movements  at  this  intersection,  including  entrance/exit  for  the  Fifth 
and  Mission  Garage,  left  turn  movements,  and  the  emergence  of  Minna  St. 
onto  Fourth  St.,  and  due  to  the  use  of  MUNI  'loading  island',  this  is  a 
hazardous  area.    This  is  particularly  important  since  it  lies  on  the  main 
pedestrian  route  from  Market  St.  and  the  Union  Square  area  to  the  elderly 
housing  in  Verba  Buena. 

b.  The  crossing  from  the  east  side  to  west  side  of  Fourth  St.  midblock 
between  Folsom  and  Harrison  Sts.    This  most  direct  route  from  the  elderly 
housing  in  SB-2  to  the  South  of  Market  Senior  Center  in  SB-1  is  now 
illegal  'jaywalking';  observation  shows  frequent  jaywalking  by  elderly 
residents  of  the  area." 

"Text  omits  note  of  the  further  deterioration  of  pedestrian  safety  at  two 
locations  discussed  ...  above."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Analysis  of  pedestrian  impacts  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  this  EIR  have  been  at  a 
level  of  detail  appropriate  to  the  type  of  assumptions  necessary  to 
project  future  travel  from  the  Main  Program.    Increases  in  pedestrian  and 
auto  travel  from  the  Main  Program  uses  would  be  expected  to  increase  the 
potential  for  pedestrian  accidents  in  the  YBC  area.    As  the  more  intensive 
land  uses  along  Fourth  St.  (that  would  attract  a  high  level  of  pedestrian 
activity)  would  be  located  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  and  CB-3,  while  housing  (less 
intensive  land  use)  would  be  located  on  WB-3  and  SB-1,  the  higher 
pedestrian  flows  have  been  assumed  to  occur  on  the  sidewalks  on  the  east 
side  of  Fourth  St.  rather  than  on  the  west  side. 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  80  of  the 
EIR: 


C&R-106 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Non-Cumulative 

Based  on  a  study  of  high  pedestrian  accident  locations,  the 
intersection  of  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.  has  been  ranked  13th  out  of 
the  14  intersections  studied.    During  the  period  1974  to  1979,  the 
intersection  had  7  pedestrian  accidents  (the  majority  related  to 
turning  vehicles)  compared  to  the  first  ranked  location  at  which  38 
accidents  occurred  during  the  same  5  year  period.    None  of  the  other 
13  high  accident  locations  are  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area. /2a/ 

Footnote  /2a/  is  inserted  following  footnote  /2/  on  p.  83. 

/2a/  Pedestrian  Safety  Study,  "Exhibit  6:    Distribution  of  Accident 
Types"  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  1980." 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  (first 
full  paragraph)  on  p.  153: 

Increases  in  pedestrian  and  traffic  flows  in  the  YBC  area  would  be 
expected  to  increase  the  potential  for  pedestrian  accidents, 
particularly  at  locations  that  currently  have  high  potentials  for 
pedestrian-vehicle  conflicts. 


Construction  Impacts  on  Pedestrians  and  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Transportation  Construction  Impacts,  pg  164:    Both  the  FEIR 
and  the  Second  Supplement  omit  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  construction 
barricades,  etc,  on  pedestrians.    The  temporary  and  occassional ly  poorly 
maintained  nature  of  these  wood  sidewalks  and  other  detours  can,  due  to  lack 
of  supervision,  constitute  a  safety  hazard  because  of  changes  in  grade  level, 
failure  to  remove  debris,  broken  woodworks,  forced  detour  into  street  areas, 
etc.    In  addition,  even  well  built  and  maintained  barricades  can  give  special 
problems  to  elderly  and  handicapped  pedestrians  due  to  narrow  clearances  and 
special  problems  near  hydrants,  utility  poles,  etc.,  especially  at  periods  of 
heavy  pedestrian  flow.    This  all  should  be  reviewed  in  the  Supplement." 
(John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  to  p.  164  of  the  EIR  following  the  second 
paragraph : 

The  extensive  construction  involved  in  the  Main  Program  and  the  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  would  have  impact  on  the  pedestrian  environment 
through  multiple  sidewalk  closures  and  detours.    The  YBC  blocks  west 
of  Fourth  St.  are  substantially  built  out.    Therefore,  when 
•  construction  is  occurring  along  Fourth  St.  on  CB-1  or  CB-2,  the  west 

sidewalk  would  be  unobstructed  and  available  to  elderly  and 
handicapped  persons.    Along  Third  St.,  however,  construction  could 
occur  simultaneously  on  CB-2  and  EB-2,  resulting  in  sidewalk  closures 
and  detours  on  both  sides  of  the  street.    As  most  construction  would 


C&R-107 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Non-Cumulative 

take  place  on  the  blocks  north  of  the  Convention  Center,  activities 
at  the  Convention  Center  that  would  increase  pedestrian  travel  in  the 
area  would  potentially  overload  the  reduced  capacity  of  the 
construction  sidewalk  system. 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  p.  213  following  the  first 
paragraph: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  to 
coordinate  construction  schedules  to  minimize  disruption  to  the 
sidewalk  system  that  would  occur  from  simultaneous  construction 
activity  on  both  sides  of  a  street  and  concurrent  sidewalk  closures 
or  detours;  the  amount  of  pedestrian  traffic  generated  by  attendance 
at  the  Convention  Center  should  be  considered  in  the  design  of  the 
walkways.    Construction  walkways  would  be  maintained  by  contractors 
to  provide  adequate  pedestrian  safety. 


Pedestrian  Safety  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"RE:    (Mitigation)  Transportation,  pg.  213:    "given  the  Setting  and  Impacts  of 
pedestrian  hazard  at  Fourth  and  Mission  Sts.  intersection.  Mitigation  is 
necessary.    Redesign  of  this  intersection  may  include:    elimination  of  left 
turn  from  Mission  westbound  into  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  entrance;  relocation 
of  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  entrance/exit  from  Fourth  St.  to  Minna  St.;  change 
in  location  of  Fourth  St.  southbound  bus  stop.    Mitigation  by  redesign  should 
be  required;  pedestrian  safety  in  the  redesign  must  hold  priority  over  auto 
movement,  particularly  the  garage  access." 

"Those  of  you  who  are  familiar  know  there's  the  very  regrettable  entrance  and 
exit  from  the  Fifth  and  Mission  garage  located  along  Fourth  Street.    There  are 
strange  kinds  of  left  turns  going  on  in  the  intersection  and  so  on.    It  is 
very  dangerous;  it  needs  complete  redesigning.    I  thing  you  have  to  consider 
eliminating  the  garage  entrance  and  exit  located  on  Fourth  Street  and  moving 
it  over  to  Minna  Street,  which  is  the  adjacent  alley."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Although  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Fourth  St.  is  within  the  YBC 
boundaries,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  does  not  propose  any  change  in  the 
existing  use  on  WB-2  north  of  Minna  St.  (the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage). 
Consequently,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  not  be  responsible  for 
reconstructing  the  intersection.    The  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation 
and  Goods  Movement  Study  prepared  for  the  City  in  1980  does  not  make  any 
suggestions  for  improvements  to  the  Mission/Fourth  intersection,  although 
the  intersection  of  Sutter  and  Stockton  Sts.,  which  is  of  similar 
configuration,  was  studied  and  improvements  proposed.    Thus  as  recently  as 
September,  1980,  the  City  did  not  identify  the  intersection  of  Mission  and 
Fourth  Sts.  as  needing  reconstruction.    However,  in  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  an  increase  in  pedestrian  traffic  through  the  Mission/Fourth 
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intersection,  resulting  from  build-out  of  the  Main  Program,  could  increase 
the  potential  for  pedestrian  accidents,  the  following  mitigation  measure 
is  added  after  the  second  measure  on  p.  213: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Traffic 
Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  to  redesign  the  Mission/Fourth  intersection  to  reduce  potential 
pedestrian  hazards  associated  with  left-turning  traffic  into  the 
Fifth  and  Mission  garage  entrance  if  the  DPW  deems  such  redesign 
necessary. 

Mid-Block  Crossings  and  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"We  [the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway]  would  prefer  that  mid-block 
pedestrian  crossings  be  eliminated  and  that  grade  separated  pedestrian 
crossings  be  used  instead,  especially  on  Mission  and  Howard  Streets.    This  was 
originally  planned,  according  to  p.  153  of  the  Second  Supplement." 
(Michael  Cronbach) 

"Given  the  increased  elderly  population  in  SB-2  proposed,  and  the  certain 
prospect  of  jaywalking  across  Fourth  St.  between  Folsom  and  Harrison  Sts., 
required  mitigation  is  needed  for  pedestrian  safety.    Use  of  pedestrian 
overpasses  is  impossible  for  elderly/handicapped  residents.    A  signalized 
mid-block  crosswalk,  timed  in  coordination  with  the  Fourth/Folsom  signals, 
will  be  safe  and  effective.    The  Department  of  Public  Works  bias  against 
mid-block  crossings  is  suspect;  in  any  event,  the  location  is  actually  the 
intersection  of  Fourth  and  Shipley  Sts."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  EIR  contains  discussion  of  mid-block  crossings  and  pedestrian 
overcrossings  on  pp.  153,  154.    Mr.  Cronbach' s  comment  essentially  concurs 
with  the  Department  of  Public  Works'  statement  on  p.  213. 

Mid-block  crosswalks  can  be  as  much  of  a  safety  problem  as  pedestrians 
illegally  crossing  streets  at  mid-block.    As  City-installed  and 
-maintained  facilities,  such  crossings  potentially  place  the  City  in  a 
position  of  liability  from  personal  injury  lawsuits.    Consequently,  City 
policy  is  to  find  an  alternative  to  a  mid-block  crossing  unless  the  need 
for  a  crossing  can  be  sufficiently  demonstrated  and  the  safety  of  the 
crossing  can  be  documented  so  as  to  be  proved  in  a  court  of  law. /I/ 
Because  Fourth  St.  is  a  Major  Thoroughfare  (Comprehensive  Plan, 
Transportation  Element,  Thoroughfares  Plan,  p.  23) ,  carryi ng  four  lanes  of 
one-way  traffic  in  a  30-mph  signal-timed  pulse,  and  serving  a  major 
freeway  entance  at  Harrison  St.,  the  proposed  mid-block  crossing  might  not 
be  safe.    In  addition,  the  crossing  requested  in  Mr.  Elberling' s  comment 
is  within  200  ft.  of  the  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Folsom  Sts. 
(approximately  one-third  the  length  of  the  block). 
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Footnote 

/I/  Nelson  Wong,  Traffic  Engineer,  Division  of  Traffic,  Bureau  of 
Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  telephone  communication,  September  22,  1982, 


Sidewalk  Widening  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  210,  Paragraph  6.    An  additional  alternative  mitigation  measure  to 
reduce  potential  pedestrian  impacts  should  be  included.    Design  elements  (e.g. 
esplanade,  other  routes  and  walkways  to  be  included  in  circulation)  which  take 
into  consideration  pedestrian  capacity  may  provide  a  viable  and  less  costly 
alternative  to  widening  of  sidewalks.    Sidewalk  widening  as  the  sole  possible 
mitigation  measure  could  significantly  limit  the  developer's  ability  to  design 
and  plan  the  open  space  and  circulation  program."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  pedestrian  analysis  has  assumed  that  the  pedestrian  plaza/concourse 
(one  of  the  alternative  design  elements  requested  as  mitigation)  would  be 
in  place  and  used  by  YBC  pedestrians.    Table  15,  p.  155,  shows  that  the 
pedestrian  Level  of  Service  on  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  would  be  "crowded" 
even  with  the  pedestrian  plaza/concourse  during  maximum  attendance  at  the 
Convention  Center.    Consequently,  the  mitigation  measure  suggesting 
widening  Third  St.  and  Fourth  St.  sidewalks  would  not  be  adequately 
replaced  by  the  language  suggested  by  the  Commentor.    If  the  Central 
Blocks  developer  can  demonstrate  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  when  more 
definite  design  plans  become  available,  that  building  locations  and 
alternate  walkway  designs  would  provide  sufficient  pedestrian  capacity, 
then  sidewalk  widening  would  not  be  necessary. 


Transit 

"Jammed"  Peak-Hour  Transit  Vehicles 
COMMENT 

"...we  need  pictures  of  jammed  peak  hour  transit  vehicles  that  are  included  in 
other  EIR's"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Photographs  of  peak-hour  transit  vehicles  are  hereby  incorporated  by 
reference  into  this  report  from  the  Bank  of  Canton  FEIR  (EE  80.296, 
Certified  July  15,  1982),  Appendix  D,  Figure  D-8,  p.  286.    These  pictures 
show  existing  "crush"  loadings  typical  for  the  morning  and  evening 
peak-hours  on  the  Muni  Metro  lines  K  Ingleside  and  N  Judah  at  the  Van  Ness 
station,  and  on  the  38  Geary  bus  line. 


C&R-llO 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Non-Cumulative 


Traffic/Muni  Conflicts 
COMMENT 

"According  to  Table  S-2  (p.  S-8)  of  the  document,  the  amount  of  parking 
currently  proposed  is  3,750  accessory  spaces  and  1,096  public  parking  spaces  - 
4,846  total.    According  to  the  same  table,  the  various  alternatives  under 
consideration  at  the  time  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (1978) 
included  no  more  than  2,227  parking  places.    The  increase  -  2,619  spaces  -  is 
highly  significant  in  scale,  especially  when  one  considers  that  existing 
Parking  Authority  garages  at  Fifth  and  Mission  and  Union  Square  have  only 
1,788  and  1,081  parking  stalls,  respectively. 

"Furthermore,  according  to  Table  18  on  p.  163  of  the  Second  Supplement,  there 
will  be  a  deficit  of  six  loading  spaces  for  trucks,  throughout  the  Project 
Area,  with  a  specific  deficit  of  five  spaces  on  the  block  bounded  by  3rd,  4th, 
Mission  and  Howard  Streets. 

"The  combined  effect  of  inadequate  off-street  loading  for  trucks  and  more 
off-street  automobile  parking  than  originally  planned  will  have  a  deleterious 
effect  on  Muni  operations.    The  Second  Supplement  does  point  out  that  the 
current  proposal  will  result  in  'deteriorating  levels  of  operation'  for  Street 
traffic  (p.  150),  but  does  not  point  out  the  specific  effects  this  will  have 
on  Muni  operations  in  the  area  -  more  delay  to  coaches,  and  consequently, 
higher  operating  costs  and  increased  inconvenience  to  patrons,  as  well  as 
increased  accidents  due  to  increased  traffic  congestion. 

"The  rationale  for  the  increase  in  the  amount  of  parking  planned  seems  to  be  a 
combination  of  the  high  demand  projected  for  parking  (10,000,  as  noted  on  page 
150)  and  the  limits  on  transit  capacity  reflected  in  the  five-year  plans  of 
Samtrans,  BART,  A-C  Transit  and  MUNI.    However,  increased  use  of  parking 
spaces  for  short-term  as  opposed  to  long-term  parking  could  increase  the 
number  of  automobiles  served  by  the  same  number  of  spaces.    I  should  also 
point  out  that  current  demand  projections  for  the  CBD  used  by  the  staffs  of 
the  Municipal  Railway,  San  Francisco  PUC  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
do  take  YBC  into  account."    (Michael  Cronbach) 

RESPONSE 

The  worst-case  calculations  of  traffic  and  parking  impacts  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
were  based  upon  the  maximum  amount  of  parking  that  could  be  provided  under 
the  requirements  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    The  numbers  of  parking  spaces 
shown  for  each  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (Table  1, 
p.  1,  YBC  FEIR  Appendices),  however,  are  less  than  the  amount  assumed  in 
the  parking  calculations,  because  the  smaller  amounts  more  accurately 
reflected  the  existing  (1977-78)  plans  for  parking  space  construction  in 
YBC.    These  smaller  amounts  have  been  carried  over  into  the  description  of 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  in  Table  2,  pp.  35-37  of  the  Second  Supplement, 
in  order  to  be  consistent  with  their  description  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    As  an 
example.  Alternative  A  was  assumed,  for  the  purposes  of  the  worst-case 
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traffic  analysis,  to  have  4,630  parking  spaces  (3,170  accessory,  760 
residential  or  public  and  700  existing  spaces  that  were  assumed  to 
remain).    Table  2,  p.  37,  of  the  Second  Supplement  actually  shows  only 
2,227  spaces  for  Alternative  A,  because  this  is  what  is  shown  as  part  of 
Alternative  A  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    Conversely,  the  Main  Program  shows  the 
maximum  amount  of  space  that  would  be  allowed  as  accessory  parking, 
regardless  of  its  chances  of  being  constructed.    The  total  amount  of 
parking  the  Main  Program  could  provide  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is 
5,220  spaces  (as  was  assumed  in  the  parking  impacts  analysis  on  p.  160). 
Thus,  the  actual  increase  in  maximum  allowable  parking  spaces  between  the 
Main  Program  and  what  was  assumed  for  Alternative  A  would  be  590  spaces. 
Similarly,  the  actual  increase  in  the  number  of  Main  Program  parking 
spaces  over  the  maximum  under  Alternative  B  would  be  1,700,  over 
Alternative  C,  3,180,  and  over  Alternative  D,  1,040. 

The  following  note  is  added  to  Table  2  on  p.  37: 

NOTE:    The  Accessory  Parking  category  does  not  reflect  the  maximum 
amount  of  accessory  parking  that  would  be  allowed-  by  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives.    For  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives,  the  accessory  parking  shown  is  that  parking  that  was 
identified  at  the  time  of  preparation  of  the  YBC  FEIR  as  being 
reasonably  certain  of  being  provided.    These  numbers  are  repeated 
here  for  consistency  with  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  Main  Program  accessory 
parking  shown  approximates  the  maximum  amount  of  accessory  parking 
that  could  be  provided  in  accordance  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and 
is  thus  larger  than  that  shown  for  the  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives.  For 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  all  parking  calculations  have  been  based 
on  the  worst-case  assumption  of  provision  of  the  maximum  amount  of 
accessory  parking  allowable  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  not  on 
the  amounts  shown  in  this  table. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  on 
p.  158: 

Increases  in  traffic  congestion  could  also  have  the  effect  of 
increasing  operational  delays  on  Muni  routes  which  would  increase 
operating  costs  and  lower  the  overall  level  of  operation  of  the  Muni 
system. 

The  mitigation  measure  at  the  bottom  of  p.  213  and  continuing  to  the  top 
of  p.  214  of  the  EIR  sugests  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  require  that 
loading  spaces  be  provided  to  meet  actual  demand.    Adoption  of  this 
measure  would  contribute  to  reducing  traffic  congestion  and  adverse 
effects  on  Muni  operations. 
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Costs  of  Capacity  Increases  and  Transit  Funding  Mitigation 

COMMENTS 

"What  would  be  the  additional  costs  associated  with  the  necessary  capacity 
increases  (for  all  transit  agencies)  in  order  to  maintain  present  load  factors 
in  1988?    Please  do  not  use  'marginal-cost'  approaches  for  these  analyses, 
since  it  is  commonly  acknowledged  that  such  approaches  are  inappropriate  for 
analyses  of  the  large-scale  capacity  increases  required.    Instead,  base 
additional  costs  on  the  full  costs  of  adding  the  necessary  additional  runs. 
Please  include  costs  of  vehicle  authorization,  additional  drivers,  fuel, 
maintenance,  additional  overhead,  new  storage  facilities  etc.    Please  note  any 
components  not  included.    Do  not  assume  any  additional  federal  subsides  (or 
state  subsides)  for  any  of  these  additional  runs  or  equipment.    (For  example, 
based  on  an  additional  cost  of  $53,000  per  additional  p.m.  peak  hour  run  (456 
Montgomery  EIR) ,  the  2,480  additional  p.m.  peak  hour  passengers  would  require 
an  additional  2,480/75  =  33.7  runs,  at  a  cost  of  $2,790,000.)    Please  perform 
similar  calculations  for  all  transit  agencies,  for  both  project  and  cumulative 
growth,  and  compare  the  additional  costs  to  additional  revenues  generated  for 
the  agencies."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"[The  EIR]  fails  to  recommend  a  realistic  means  of  Increasing  transit  service 
to  the  project.    (The  recommending  of  developer  $$$  contribution  to  MUNI 
service  is  an  action  that  the  current  Mayor  has  already  publicly  rejected.)" 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"In  the  specific  Case  of  Muni,  the  mitigation  measure  proposed  on  p.  214  is 
inadequate.    The  Agency  should  require  the  developers  to  pay  both  the  one-time 
development  fee  and  an  annual  transit  service  fee  as  a  pre-condition  to  any 
development  agreements." 

"The  Agency  should  require  that  developers  pay  al 1  affected  regional  transit 
agencies  for  the  Main  Program's  share  of  all  additional  cumulative  costs  (both 
capital  and  operating  costs)  incurred  by  those  agencies  to  serve  cumulative 
growth."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"These  comments  [contained  in  this  letter]  pertain  to  mitigation  measures 
which  could  have  uncertain,  yet  potentially  serious  financial  implications 
that  could  impair  the  project's  financial  feasibility.    For  example,  we  are 
deeply  concerned  about  the  financial  burdens  which  might  be  attendant  upon  the 
transportation  service  funding  mechanism  mentioned  on  page  214  [of  the  EIR]. 
While  we  recognize  the  importance  and  need  for  the  environmental  analysis  and 
certain  attendant  mitigation  measures,  we  would  hope  that  the  financial 
implications  of  any  requirements  imposed  by  the  Agency  would  be  seriously 
considered  in  order  that  the  YBG  project  does  not  have  to  assume  burdens  which 
could  compromise  our  ability  to  provide  the  over-riding  positive  public  and 
economic  benefits  to  the  City.    Where  cost  effective  measures  can  provide  the 
same  benefits  as  more  costly  ones,  we  hope  that  those  alternatives  would  be 
seriously  considered."    (Joseph  Madonna) 
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RESPONSE 

Calculation  of  the  additional  costs  to  provide  transit  service  to  meet  the 
projected  demand  from  cumulative  downtown  office  development  and  from  the 
Main  Program  is  not  simply  a  matter  of  dividing  the  demand  by  the  capacity 
of  an  additional  transit  vehicle  and  multiplying  by  the  estimated  cost  of 
supplying  that  vehicle.    To  calculate  accurate  cost  estimates,  the  route 
structure  of  the  transit  agencies,  particularly  Muni,  in  1988  would  need 
to  be  known.    This  information  is  not  available;  the  Muni  Five-year  Plan 
projections  are  not  specific  enough  to  provide  the  base  for  this  kind  of 
analysis.    Additionally,  rather  than  assigning  projected  demand  to  transit 
routes  based  upon  existing  modal  share  and  residential  distributions 
(which  has  the  tendency  to  assign  more  riders  to  the  more  heavily  used 
routes),  the  projected  demand  would  need  to  be  analyzed  for  future 
residential  patterns  so  that  the  demand  could  be  more  accurately  assigned 
to  the  route  serving  the  demand.    Specific  projections  of  future  San 
Francisco  residential  patterns  are  not  available.    The  calculation 
suggested  in  the  Comment  has  in  it  the  implicit  assumption  that  al 1  of  the 
projected  demand  would  need  new  services.    Cost  estimates  would  also  need 
to  incorporate  what  portion  of  the  projected  demand  could  be  served  by 
existing  service  (current  excess  capacity),  or  by  shifts  in  existing 
service  from  underutilized  routes  to  routes  serving  the  projected  demand. 
In  both  cases,  the  cost  to  the  transit  agency  providing  the  service  would 
be  less  than  that  of  providing  new  service. 

As  shown  in  revised  Table  16,  p.  C&R-95,  each  of  the  transit  agencies  have 
Five-Year  Plans  that  would  provide  additional  service  to  meet  the 
projected  demand  in  most  cases.    Costs  associated  with  providing  the 
capacity  are  reported  in  the  Five-Year  Plan  documents  and  are  more 
comprehensive  than  the  calculation  requested  by  the  comment. 

The  Main  Program  would  generate  revenues  that  would  offset  some  of  the 
cost  of  providing  transit  services.    YBC  development  would  generate 
revenues  for  the  General  Fund  that  could  be  used  to  finance  Muni^    In  the 
1981-82  City  budget,  about  10  %  of  the  General  Fund  revenues  were 
appropriated  for  Muni.    Specific  fiscal  calculations  were  not  included  in 
this  EIR  because  of  the  lack  of  specific  details  of  the  project  (see  the 
Response  to  Public  Cost  vs.  Public  Benefit,  p.  C&R-72).    Full  buildout  and 
occupancy  of  the  Main  Program  would  result  in  payroll,  hotel,  gross 
receipts,  utilities,  sales,  and  possessory  interest  tax  revenues  for  the 
City's  General  Fund.    A  possessory  interest  tax  would  be  paid  by  the 
lessors  of  YBC  Project  Area  land  in  lieu  of  a  property  tax  if  all  or  a 
protion  of  YBC  is  leased  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    Such  properties  are 
subject  to  the  City-wide  property  tax  rate  but  are  assessed  based  on  the 
term  of  the  lease,  which  generally  results  in  assessments  that  are  lower 
than  those  of  equivalent  properties  held  in  fee  ownership.    Retail  sales 
would  also  generate  BART  sales  tax  revenue,  75  %  of  which  goes  directly  to 
BART  and  the  remaining  25  %  is  distributed  by  MTC  among  BART,  A-C  Transit, 
and  Muni.    BART  would  also  receive  a  portion  of  possessory  interest  tax 
revenue. 

A-C  Transit,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  SamTrans,  and  the  Caltrans  Peninsula 
Train  (Southern  Pacific)  do  not  receive  subsidies  from  taxes  collected  in 
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San  Francisco.    Bay  Area  residents,  including  new  employees  generated  by 
development  of  YBC,  contribute  to  these  transportation  systems  through 
federal  taxes,  bridge  tolls,  and  state  gasoline  and  sales  taxes  paid  in 
the  counties  where  purchases  are  made.    New  employees  generated  by  YBC 
would  be  expected  to  contribute  a  portion  of  their  property  taxes  in  their 
counties  of  residence  to  the  transit  agencies  operating  in  that  county. 

The  complexities  of  calculating  actual  cost  of  providing  additional 
service  has  been  discussed  above.    Additionally,  the  cost  to  each  agency 
would  differ  based  upon  the  amount  of  grants  and  subsidies  each  agency 
receives.    As  an  example,  Muni  receives  approximately  one-third  of  its 
funding  for  operations  from  fares,  one-third  from  State  and  Federal  funds 
and  one-third  from  the  City  General  Fund./2/ 

Funding  for  capital  improvements  comes  from  many  sources.    MTC  disperses 
funds  from  State  and  Federal  sources  to  Transit  agencies  based  on 
availability  of  funds,  need  and  priorities  of  need  for  the  various  transit 
agencies  in  the  region.    Local  contributions  for  capital  improvements  to 
Muni  come  from  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  Improvement 
Corporation,  which  receives  its  funding  also  from  the  City's  General 
Fund.    On  February  1,  1982,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  San  Francisco 
approved  by  resolution  a  measure  declaring  its  intent  to  form  a  Core  Area 
Transit  Maintenance  District.    This  resolution  would  assess  real  property 
within  downtown  an  annual  payment  for  transit  based  on  gross  floor  area. 
The  rationale  is  that  the  high  level  of  Muni  service  enhances  the  value  of 
downtown  property.    This  transit  assessment  district  may  no  longer  be 
applicable  since  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  postponed  consideration  of 
the  measure  and  the  Mayor  may  intend  to  substitute  an  increase  in  business 
taxes.    This  increase  in  business  taxes  was  made  possible  on  August  5, 
1982,  when  the  State  Supreme  Court  ruled  that  increased  payroll  and  gross 
receipts  taxes  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (Ordinances  118-80  and 
119-80),  but  approved  by  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  voters  in  San 
Francisco,  are  constitutional  and  not  violative  of  California  Constitution 
Article  XIII  A.    This  decision  frees  40  million  dollars  in  revenue  that 
have  been  held  up  because  of  the  suit,  which  thus  lessens  the  need  for  the 
Core  Area  Transit  Maintenance  Plan,  and  frees  funds  for  capital 
improvements  to  Muni. 

The  mitigation  suggested  in  this  EIR  (p.  214)  does  not  limit  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  consider  only  the  funding  mechanism  identified  in 
Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Number  224-81.    Rather,  the  measure 
suggests  that  any  equitable  funding  mechanism  be  considered.  The 
mitigation  actually  required  as  a  condition  of  approval  is  at  the 
discretion  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  when  it 
considers  the  approval  of  the  land  disposition  and  development  agreement 
(LDA).    The  EIR  cannot  require  the  Redevelopement  Agency  Commission  to 
adopt  any  of  the  EIR's  suggested  mitigation  measures.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  must  consider  all  applicable  measures,  however,  when 
approving  an  LDA.    This  process  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the 
Response  under  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing  West  of  YBC  - 
Mitigation,  p.  C&R-37. 
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Footnotes 

/!/  Paul  Schinger,  Principal  Appraiser,  City  Assessor's  Office,  telephone 
communication,  September  15,  1982. 

HI  Bruce  Bernhard,  Chief  Accountant,  Municipal  Railway,  telephone 
communication,  September  16,  1982. 


Availability  of  Transit  as  Traffic  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"The  report  has  further  suggested  that  employers  partially  underwrite  the  cost 
of  the  Fast  Passes  for  employees,  and  employ  a  transit  planner  to  encourage 
ride  sharing  and  reduce  the  number  of  cars  coming  into  the  area.  Regrettably, 
neither  BART  nor  Muni  has  any  unused  capacity  during  rush  hours.    And  because 
of  traffic  congestion.  Muni  buses  have  a  hard  time  moving  now."    (Doris  Kahn) 

RESPONSE 

The  mitigation  measures  do  not  recommend  employing  a  transit  planner  or 
underwriting  the  cost  of  BART  passes  for  employees.    The  mitigation 
measure  referred  to  on  p.  213  of  the  EIR  would  apply  temporarily  to 
developers  and  their  construction  workers  only,  not  to  permanent  employees 
of  YBC.    The  intent  is  to  reduce  temporary,  but  possibly  severe 
construction  traffic  impact.    Because  this  measure  could  also  result  in 
temporary  crowding  on  Muni  buses,  the  following  sentence  is  added  to  the 
first  paragraph  on  p.  213:    "Providing  Muni  Fast  Passes  would  add 
passengers  to  a  system  currently  operating  at  or  near  capacity  during  the 
rush  hours." 


Street  Traffic 
YBC  Automobile  Ban 
COMMENT 

"Part  of  YBC  is  in  the  Downtown  Core  Automobile  Control  Plan,  why  not  expand 
this  to  cover  all  of  YBC  and  ban  all  private  cars.    This  would  decrease  the 
noise  levels  for  the  residents  and  office  workers  and  save  the  cost  to  the 
developers  of  having  to  soundproof  all  the  buildings.    Air  quality  would 
improve  and  make  the  outdoor  areas  more  enjoyable,  and  certainly  improve  such 
existing  buildings  as  the  Community  College,  where  the  air  conditioning  brings 
inside  a  lot  of  very  bad  air. 

"If  service  trucks  get  in  and  out  of  the  Convention  Center  loading  area 
quickly,  the  Convention  Center  would  operate  more  efficiently,  and,  therefore, 
be  competitive  with  other  centers.    The  CAO  would  be  very  pleased  with  this. 
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"Pedestrians  would  be  able  to  move  without  cars  turning  in  the  crowded 
intersection,  and  there  would  be  no  need  to  build  bridges  across  Mission  and 
Howard  Streets  in  the  middle  of  the  block  to  insure  pedestrian  safety,  another 
saving  for  the  developer. 

"The  sidewalks,  however,  would  still  have  to  be  widened,  and  this  might  mean 
narrower  streets,  depending  on  who  picked  up  the  cost,  the  developer  or  the 
City.    If  cars  are  removed,  the  streets  would  not  have  to  be  as  wide.    Best  of 
all,  though,  subsidized  Fast  Passes  would  become  attractive,  as  transit  would 
be  able  to  move  quickly  through  the  area.    Muni  planners  could  then  go  to  work 
on  increasing  bus  capacity  during  rush  hours.    There  is  certainly  no  point 
increasing  bus  capacity  now,  as  it  would  only  add  to  the  stalled  traffic. 

"If  housing  is  built  in  YBC,  some  mandated  parking  would  have  to  be  built,  but 
probably  no  more  than  500  slots,  and  this  certainly  is  much  better  than  the 
anticipated  number.    Keeping  cars  out  of  an  area  is  certainly  not  a  new  idea 
in  San  Francisco,  but  no  agency  has  been  able  to  do  it.    Not  Public  Works  nor 
Public  Utilities  nor  the  Planning  Commission. 

"The  Redevelopment  Agency,  however,  has  solved  other  thorny  problems  in  the 
past,  and,  therefore,  I  have  great  faith  that  a  no-car  policy  can  be 
implemented  in  YBC  under  your  leadership.    Just  keep  thinking  of  the 
19-percent  increase  in  traffic  with  the  Convention  Center  is  not  in  use,  and 
let's  get  busy."    (Doris  Kahn) 

"I  think  that  Commissioner  Kahn's  recommendation  for  an  auto-free  Verba  Buena 
is  a  great  idea,  and  I  think  you  ought  to  consider  it  seriously." 
(Jack  Morrison) 

"We  believe  that  the  major  access  to  the  project  should  be  by  public  transit 
and  that  the  projected  demand  increase  should  be  stated  in  such  terms,  except 
where  absolutely  necessary  to  bring  private  vehicles  to  the  area." 
(Tony  Kilroy) 

"I  share  Ms.  Kahns'  concern  about  the  density,  the  heavy  density  of  the 
transportation  in  the  area,  the  influx  of  a  large  number  of  vehicles,  also  at 
peak  hours,  and  what  it  will  do  to  the  environment  for  people  who  are  working 
and  living  in  that  area.    I  don't  think  the  environmental  impact  study  gives 
us  a  clear  picture  of  what  that  really  means."    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 

RESPONSE 

Banning  of  automobile  traffic  in  YBC  could  provide  many  of  the 
environmental  benefits  the  Commentors  describe.    Background  noise  levels 
in  YBC,  controlled  largely  by  automobile  traffic,  would  be  noticeably 
reduced,  perhaps  by  as  much  as  10  dBA  (an  apparent  halving).    The  most 
annoying  peak  levels,  due  to  trucks  and  buses,  would  remain,  however.  In 
the  absence  of  automobile  traffic,  the  noise  from  passing  buses  and  trucks 
would  appear  louder.    The  need  for  noise  insulation  in  YBC  buildings  would 
be  reduced,  although  not  eliminated,  both  because  of  remaining  vehicle 
noise  and  projected  event  and  activity  noise  (see  the  Response  to 
Susceptibility  of  Elderly  Residents  to  Noise) . 
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Roadside  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  at  sidewalk  level  in  YBC 
could  be  reduced  to  just  above  San  Francisco's  1988  projected  general 
background  CO  concentrations,  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  and  7.9  ppm  for  one 
hour.    These  concentrations  would  be  just  more  than  half  those  projected 
with  traffic  in  YBC  (see  Table  19,  revised,  p.  C&R-132).    However,  this 
benefit,  unlike  the  noise  reduction  benefit  described  above,  could  have  a 
harmful  trade-off:    traffic  diverted  from  YBC  would  be  forced  to  operate 
in  more  congested  conditions  and  at  much  lower  speeds  during  peak  hours 
(5-10  mph  vs.  30  mph  through  YBC)  in  areas  around  YBC.    Lower  vehicle 
speeds  result  in  greatly  increased  vehicle  emissions,  so  the  same  vehicle 
volume  would  generate  more  CO  than  if  it  were  allowed  through  YBC. 

Although  bus  and  pedestrian  movement  could  clearly  benefit  from  an 
automobile  ban  in  YBC,  service  and  delivery  trucks  may  not  be  greatly 
affected  one  way  or  the  other.    Loading  facilities  would  still  have  to  be 
provided  to  keep  the  streets  clear  for  transit  and  emergency  use,  and 
reducing  the  possiblity  of  vehicle  conflicts  while  a  service  truck  is 
docking  would  not  likely  save  a  noticeable  amount  of  time. 

Eliminating  private  vehicle  access  and  reducing  the  amount  of  parking  in 
YBC  would  not,  in  itself,  eliminate  YBC  residents'  and  visitors' 
dependence  on  automobiles  to  travel  to  and  from  the  City.    Parking  would 
most  likely  have  to  be  provided  elsewhere,  and  a  shuttle  service  would 
have  to  operate  between  the  parking  and  YBC. 

The  intent  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan's  designated  Automobile 
Control  Area  (which  includes  YBC  north  of  Minna  St.,  CB-1  and  a  portion  of 
CB-2)  is  not  to  ban  private  auto  traffic  but  to  minimize  the  amount  of 
commute  traffic  in  the  downtown  area. /I/    The  City  Division  of  Traffic 
Engineering  is  concerned  that  if  all  auto  traffic  were  banned  from  the  YBC 
area,  areas  surrounding  YBC  would  suffer  a  loss  of  access,  as  two  of  the 
major  north-south  thoroughfares  and  four  of  the  major  east-west  arterial 
streets  in  the  City  run  the  length  of  the  YBC  area./2/    The  City  is  also 
concerned  that  streets  adjacent  to  the  YBC  area  would  not  be  able  to 
absorb  the  additional  traffic  that  would  shift  from  the  restricted  streets 
in  YBC.    Both  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  are  Major  Thoroughfares,  as  defined  in 
the  City's  Comprehensive  Plan  (Transportation  Element,  Thoroughfares  Plan, 
p.  23).    These  two  streets  are  an  important  one-way  pair  connecting  the 
Downtown  with  1-80.    If  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  is  removed,  an  auto-free 
zone  in  the  downtown  core  and  YBC  would  severely  restrict  auto  access  to 
the  North  of  Market  area.    Current  levels  of  transit  service  in  the 
downtown  core  and  the  YBC  area  do  not  provide  mobility  equivalent  to  that 
produced  by  the  use  of  private  autos. 

Impacts  from  vehicle  increases  and  pedestrian  increases  in  the  YBC  area 
are  discussed  with  relation  to  intersection  operation  and  pedestrian 
operation  and  safety  on  pp.  152  to  164  of  the  EIR.    Air  quality  impacts 
are  discussed  on  pp.  169  to  172.    A  discussion  of  noise  impacts  that 
contains  particular  mention  of  housing/resident  related  impacts  is  on 
pp.  176  to  179. 
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Footnotes 

/I/  Policy  9,  Objective  1  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  states  "...  the  impact  of  the  private  commuter  vehicle, 
in  particular,  and  excessive  automobile  use  in  general,  must  be  reduced." 
The  Plan  does  not  specify  that  all  automobile  travel  be  eliminated. 

HI  Telephone  communication  with  Scott  Shoaf,  Traffic  Engineer,  Division 
of  Traffic,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  on  September  23,  1982. 


Truck  Traffic  Control  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Possible  mitigation  should  be  identified,  in  particular  the  banning  of  all 
through  truck  traffic  on  Howard,  Fourth,  and  Folsom  Sts.,  which  should  be  a 
required  mitigation."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

Banning  of  through  truck  traffic  would  do  little  to  reduce  noise  levels 
because  the  noise  generated  by  buses  is  in  the  range  of  trucks  and  transit 
service  on  Fourth  Street  is  more  frequent  than  through  truck  traffic.  It 
would  also  increase  the  length  of  most  truck  trips  currently  made  on 
Howard,  Fourth  and  Folsom  Sts.    as  trucks  would  be  required  to  find 
alternate  routes  around  the  YBC  area. 


Construction  Impacts  on  Traffic  Movement  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  212,  Paragraph  5.    Construction  work  done  at  night  or  on  weekends  (on  an 

overtime  basis)  could  be  very  costly  given  the  size  and  scope  of  the  YBG 

project.    Therefore,  the  goal  should  be  to  minimize  cumulative  traffic 
disruption  impacts  and  not  to  eliminate  impacts  which  cannot  be  avoided  within 

the  constraints  of  the  proposed  project."  (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  intent  of  the  mitigation  measure  is  to  limit  the  amount  of  street 
excavation  that  would  take  place  during  peak  traffic  hours.    The  measure 
suggests  coordination  between  involved  public  and  private  parties  to 
prevent  multiple  excavation  of  the  same  street  area  and  suggests  limiting 
excavation  hours  to  off-peak  times  (9  a.m.  -  4  p.m.).    During  construction 
of  YBC,  lane  closures  would  be  in  effect  for  long  periods  of  time  on 
several  major  thoroughfares  in  the  City  in  the  YBC  area.  Additional 
disruptions  to  traffic  flow  and  loss  of  capacity  from  street  excavation 
would  further  impact  traffic  circulation  in  the  South  of  Market  area. 
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Development  Density  Reduction  as  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"The  EIR  fails  to  recommend  reducing  the  amount  of  offices  and  stores  as  a 
mitigation  measure... as  a  means  of  reducing  the  overwhelming  auto  and  transit 
congestion  and  the  Main  Program  will  be  sure  to  cause."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

Reduction  of  development  density  in  YBC  has  been  analyzed  in  this  EIR  as 
Alternative  C.    Alternative  C  was  originally  defined  in  the  YBC  FEIR  as 
the  low-intensity  alternative,  whose  primary  components  would  be  a 
two-block,  21-acre  park  and  2,188  dwelling  units  (p.  26  of  the  Second 
Supplement  and  pp.  51-52  in  the  YBC  FEIR).    Although  the  Transportation 
impacts  of  Alternative  C,  presented  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pp.  315-355)  are  not 
directly  comparable  to  those  of  the  Main  Program,  because  of  differences 
in  methodology  and  cumulative  base  case  assumptions  (see  Appendix  C, 
pp.  251-260  of  this  EIR),  a  rough  comparison  can  be  made  based  on 
person-trip  generation.    Alternative  C  would  generate  81%  fewer  daily 
trips  than  would  the  Main  Program,  and  about  86%  fewer  peak-hour  trips 
(based  on  Table  13,  p.  151).    However,  this  difference  would  result  in  the 
easing  of  traffic  congestion  in  YBC  by  less  than  one  Level  of  Service  (see 
Table  17,  p.  159),  because  of  overwhelming  contributions  from  cumulative 
through-traffic. 


Quantification  of  Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements 
COMMENTS 

"The  DEIR,  however,  is  very  vague  and  noncommital  in  addressing  transportation 
and  air  quality  mitigation.    Specifically,  the  transportation  and  air  quality 
measures  are  not  quantified  for  their  effectiveness,  the  entities  responsible 
for  implementation  are  not  identified,  nor  is  a  timeframe  for  implementation 
specified.    Given  the  magnitude  of  this  project,  it  is  essential  that  the 
mitigation  measures,  identified  in  the  DEIR,  be  made  a  condition  of  the 
project  prior  to  approval.    In  this  way  the  public  and  the  decision-makers  can 
be  assured  that  impacts  identified  will  be  reduced  or  eliminated."    (Gary  Agid) 

"For  all  mitigation  measures  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR,  please  quantify  how 
much  these  measures  would  reduce  the  demand  on  transit  agencies,  parking, 
automobile  and  air  quality  impacts."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  traffic  mitigation  measures  suggested  by  this  EIR  (pp.  210-214)  are 
all  Transportation  Systems  Management  (TSM)  measures.    The  TSM  measures 
identified  are  aimed  at  reducing  peak-hour  vehicle  volumes  by  encouraging 
other  modes  of  travel  (such  as  mass  transit  as  opposed  to  single  occupant 
autos),  greater  vehicle  occupancies,  and  travel  at  periods  other  than  peak 
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periods.    The  effectiveness  of  the  TSM  incentive  measures  (providing 
bicycle  facilities,  vanpool/carpool  information  and  regulating  parking 
rates  to  discourage  all-day  parking)  depends  upon  the  perceived 
convenience  of  each  of  these  modes  to  each  commuter  from  day  to  day. 
Perceived  convenience  includes  factors  such  as  cost,  schedule  flexibility, 
travel  time,  and  the  proximity  of  the  travel  route  endpoints  to  origins 
and  destinations.    Choices  can  vary  greatly  from  traveler  to  traveler  and 
from  place  to  place;  accurate  regional  projections  of  the  effectiveness  of 
increasing  the  attractiveness  of  some  of  these  choices  cannot  be  made 
reliably.    An  employer's  ability  to  implement  staggered  shifts  or  flextime 
depends  on  the  size  and  nature  of  the  firm.    For  example,  small  firms  or 
service-sector  firms  would  have  less  schedule  flexibility  than  large  firms 
or  production-sector  firms.    Tenants  of  the  Main  Program  are  unknown  at 
this  time.    For  these  reasons,  any  attempt  to  quantify  the  effectiveness 
of  proposed  TSM  measures  in  removing  vehicles  from  streets  (and  thus 
improving  air  quality)  in  YBC  would  be  highly  speculative  and  could  be 
misleading.    The  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Section  15140  (h))  state  that: 
"If,  after  thorough  investigation,  a  lead  agency  finds  that  a  particular 
impact  is  too  speculative  for  evaluation,  the  agency  should  note  its 
conclusion  and  terminate  discussion  of  the  impact." 

All  air  quality  measures  listed  on  pp.  214-216  of  the  EIR  not  directly 
related  to  traffic  reduction  are  general  recommendations  for  construction 
and  residential  unit  design  procedures.    Project  plans  are  not  yet 
specific  enough  to  quantify  the  air  quality  benefits  to  be  gained  by 
following  these  procedures. 

The  Transportation  mitigation  measures,  listed  on  pp.  210-214  of  the  EIR, 
and  the  Air  Quality  Mitigation  measures  listed  on  pp.  214-216,  all 
identify  a  "responsible  entity"  for  their  implementation.    The  bulk  of 
these  measures  are  measures  which  the  Redevelopment  Agency  "would 
consider"  requiring  of  the  developers  of  the  Main  Program.    All  of  these 
measures  would  be  considered  and  acted  upon  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  just  prior  to  action  by  the  Commission  on  each  proposed  land 
disposition  and  development "agreement  (LDA),  and  could  be  made  conditions 
of  approval  on  each  agreement.    This  process,  and  what  CEQA  requires  of 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  as  part  of  LDA-approval ,  are  described 
in  detail  in  the  Response  to  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing 
West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-37. 


Parking 

Neighborhood  Parking 
COMMENT 

"There  is  no  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  project  or  cumulative 
development's  massive  parking  demand  on  the  neighborhoods  (p.  161).    In  light 
of  the  existence  and  continuing  expansion  of  the  Neighborhood  Preferential 
Parking  Program,  the  lack  of  discussion  is  a  serious  deficiency.  Please 
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discuss  the  Program,  the  potential  impact  of  cumulative  demand  on  expansion  of 
the  Program,  and  the  costs  (to  residents,  in  terms  of  cost  of  parking 
stickers)  associated  with  expansion  of  the  Program."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  intrusion  of  commuter  parking  into  residential  areas  and  the 
subsequent  establishment  of  preferential  parking  zones  was  not  the  result 
solely  of  expanded  office  space  in  downtown  but  due,  in  part,  to  a  program 
to  limit  the  availability  of  parking  downtown  in  order  to  encourage  use  of 
transit  and  reduce  auto  use  in  the  downtown.    Removal  or  prohibition  of 
parking  in  a  single  location  (the  downtown  core)  will  not  have  maximum 
effectiveness  in  reducing  auto  travel  into  the  City  unless  there  is 
adequate  provision  to  prevent  parking  spillover  into  adjacent  areas.  The 
residential  parking  permit  system  is  an  attempt  to  limit  all-day  parking 
on  residential  streets,  consisting  in  part  of  displaced  downtown  parkers. 
On-street  parking  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  (and  most  cities  in 
California)  is  a  public  resource  paid  for  out  of  the  general  fund 
(financed  by  property  tax).    A  parking  space  is  not  the  sole  property  of 
the  resident  whose  property  fronts  the  street  nor  does  that  resident  have 
any  implicit  claim  to  the  on-street  parking  space.    Estimates  of  the  total 
cost  for  expansion  of  the  permit  program  would  be  dependent  upon  the 
increase  of  parking  in  the  neighborhoods  (i.e.,  how  big  an  area  needing 
the  permit  system  would  be  determined  by  how  much  parking  would  occur.) 
Estimates  of  the  increase  in  parking  in  the  neighborhood  are  not  feasible 
as  individual  driver  choice  (reaction  to  congestion,  commute  costs, 
transit  availability)  is  involved.    (See  the  Response  to  Quantification  of 
Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements,  p.  C&R-120.) 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  161: 
"Increased  parking  in  neighborhoods  along  commute  corridors  in  the  City 
may  also  result  from  competition  for  downtown  parking  spaces. 
Neighborhoods  may  respond  by  advocating  expansion  of  the  Neighborhood 
Preferential  Parking  Program." 


City  Parking  Pol  icy 
COMMENTS 

"The  EIR  fails  to  state  that  the  immense  amount  of  proposed  parking  is  in 
direct  conflict  to  City  policies."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

The  EIR  contains  a  discussion  on  p.  161  of  Master  Plan  Parking  Policies 
and  compliance  of  the  YBC  Main  Program  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  The 
following  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph 
on  p.  161:    ".  .  .  even  though  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is  in  conflict  with 
expressed  City  policy  regarding  parking  as  discussed  below." 
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Parking  Demand  and  Effects  on  Vehicle  Congestion 
COMMENTS 

"[There  are]  4846,  as  I  count  them  up,  accessory  parking  spaces  and  public 
spaces,  with  about  1896  public  spaces.    That  is  far  and  away  too  much  of  that 
land  devoted  to  off-street  parking.    It's  going  to  increase  --  it's  going  to 
attract  automobiles;  it's  going  to  enormously  increase  the  congestion  in  that 
region."    (Jack  Morrison) 

"[The  EIR]  fails  to  recommend  elimination  or  reduction  of  the  amount  of  new 
parking  as  a  means  of  reducing  the  overwhelming  auto  congestion." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"What  would  be  the  change  in  impacts  if  the  proposed  additional  3,250  parking 
spaces  in  the  Main  Program,  were  not  provided?"    (Carl  Imparato) 

"In  analyzing  the  suggested  mitigating  effects  of  regulated  parking  rates,  it 
should  be  kept  in  mind  that  a  potentially  equally  ameliorative  effect  may 
arise  from  the  provision  of  sufficient  parking  to  meet  the  perceived  potential 
demand.    Page  211,  Paragraph  6."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

"We  [San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway]  would  prefer  that  no  parking  facilities 
be  located  in  Central  Block  1  and  that  all  parking  in  Central  Block  2  be  short 
term  and  that  garage  entrances  be  located  as  suggested  in  Mr.  Maoris' 
memorandum.    Also,  as  per  that  memorandum,  if  a  major  parking  garage  is  built 
in  Central  Block  2,  then  we  would  prefer  that  there  be  no  parking  facility  on 
Eastern  Block  2  (the  Block  fronting  on  3rd  Street  between  Mission  and  Howard 
Streets)."    (Michael  Cronbach) 

RESPONSE 

The  amount  of  accessory  parking  analyzed  in  this  EIR  is  the  maximum  amount 
that  could  be  permitted  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    As  yet,  no  land 
disposition  and  development  agreements  have  been  executed  to  allow  that 
amount  of  parking  to  be  provided.    The  parking  and  traffic  impacts  have 
been  calculated  based  upon  the  maximum  amount  of  parking  likely  to  be 
supplied  in  order  to  present  a  "worst-case"  analysis.    Consequently,  the 
traipfic  analysis  has  included  the  influx  of  traffic  that  would  be 
attracted  by  the  parking  if  it  were  to  be  provided.    When  land  disposition 
and  development  agreements  are  executed,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
consider  the  amount  of  parking  to  be  provided  in  YBC. 

Elimination  (or  reduction)  of  parking  in  the  YBC  area  would  reduce  auto 
congestion  in  the  immediate  YBC  area.    Elimination  of  al 1  parking  in  YBC 
would  improve  peak-hour  traffic  conditions  at  all  YBC  intersections  by  one 
Level  of  Service,  with  the  exception  of  the  Fourth  and  Mission,  Third  and 
Mission,  and  Third  and  Market  intersections,  where  the  improvement  would 
not  be  enough  to  change  the  projected  Level  of  Service  (see  the  revised 
Table  17,  p.  C&R-99).    However,  such  a  measure  would  increase  competition 
for  existing  downtown  parking  and  could  increase  parking  encroachment  in 
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residential  neighborhoods  as  discussed  in  the  Response  to  Neighborhood 
Parking,  p.  C&R-121.    Current  City  policy  is  to  provide  short-term  parking 
and  to  discourage  long-term  parking  (see  discussion  on  p.  161  of  the 
EIR).    Mitigation  suggested  on  p.  211,  if  implemented,  would  place  the 
Main  Program  parking  in  conformity  with  City  Policy. 

Provision  of  adequate  parking  to  meet  the  perceived  demand  would  be  in 
direct  conflict  with  current  City  policy  in  the  Downtown  (outside  of 
YBC).    However,  provision  of  adequate  parking  to  serve  the  Downtown  as  a 
whole  would  eliminate  the  competition  for  space  and  eliminate  the  need  for 
a  restrictive  rate  structure. 

Parking  locations  in  the  YBC  area  have  yet  to  be  finally  determined.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  would  consider  Muni's  concerns  when 
determining  final  placement  of  the  off-street  parking  facilities  and  when 
designing  access  to  the  facilities.    Mitigation  (p.  213)  is  suggested  to 
limit  garage  access  from  Mission  and  Market  Streets  to  reduce  the  impact 
on  the  concentrated  transit  operations  on  those  streets. 


Social  Service  Parking  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"What  I  want  to  draw  your  attention  to  is  that  there  is  a  particular  problem 
for  those  social  service  providers  who  work  in  the  area,  must  use  their  car, 
have  to  visit  several  clients  in  different  locations  in  a  single  day  or  who 
use  their  vehicles  to  transport  the  elderly  to  and  from  various  recreational 
activities,  what  have  you.    They  have  to  park  somewhere.    They  have  a  very 
difficult  time  parking  now.    And  that's  under  the  nearly  undeveloped  state  of 
the  project  area.    Given  full-scale  development,  it  will  be  virtually 
impossible  for  these  people  to  park.    What  we  have  requested  in  the  past  of 
the  Agency  is  that  in  one  of  the  public  parking  structures  would  be  developed 
[and]  that  a  certain  number  of  spaces  be  earmarked  and  set  aside  strictly  for 
the  use  or  monthly  rental  by  social  service  agencies." 

"RE:  [Setting]  Parking,  pg.  82:  Discussion  omits  note  of  current  parking 
deficienty  for  employees  of  social/medical  services'  employees  providing 
services  to  YBC  elderly  residents." 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Parking,  pg.  160:    Text  omits  note  of  specific  impact  of  the 
projected  parking  deficit  on  social/medical  services  providers  to  the  YBC 
elderly  population  as  per  comment  #8  above.    Parking  for  such  personnel  may 
become  practically  'impossible',  potentially  limiting  availability  of  such 
important  services." 

"Develop  additional  short-term  parking  in  a  neighborhood  parking  garage  ...  on 
Parcel  7  with  monthly  rates  for  residents  and  service  providers." 
(John  Elberling) 
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RESPONSE 

Provision  of  separate  parking  space  for  social  service  providers  at 
residential  locations  is  not  a  requirement  of  the  City  Planning  Code  nor 
is  it  required  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    Conversely,  both  the 
Planning  Code  and  the  Redevelopment  Plan  exempt  residential  projects  for 
the  elderly  or  physically  handicapped  from  having  to  provide  parking  at 
the  higher  ratio  required  for  market-rate  residential  projects.  Rather 
than  develop  additional  short-term  space  in  nearby  garages,  a  more 
appropriate  mitigation  would  be  to  disallow  the  exemption  for  residential 
units  for  the  elderly  and  require  that  adequate  space  for  social  service 
providers  be  provided  on-site  at  each  residential  use  for  the  elderly. 
The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  before  the  last  measure  on 
p.  213: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requesting  the  Parking 
Authority  to  set  aside  a  reasonable  amount  of  parking  spaces  for 
social  service  and  medical  providers. 


Parking  Demand  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"It  also  fails  in  its  analysis  to  identify  what  specific  steps  the  developer 
should  take  to  mitigate  this  serious  impact  [excess  parking  demand].  Those 
suggested  such  as  a  transit  contribution  and  a  shuttle  service  ought  to  be 
clearly  developed  and  laid  out  as  specific  mitigating  measures  which  would 
both  reduce  parking  demand  and  enhance  the  project's  viability."    (Tony  Kilroy) 

RESPONSE 

To  develop  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  outline  a  detailed  plan  to 
reduce  parking  demand  would  require  specific  information  about  how 
individual  drivers  would  react  to  the  measure.    The  limitations  of 
predicting  driver  choice  are  discussed  in  Responses  under  Quantification 
of  Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements,  p.  C&R-120,  and 
Neighborhood  Parking,  p.  C&R-121.    Similar  limitations  would  apply  to 
trying  to  develop  specific  mitigation  to  reduce  parking  demand  for  a 
project  on  the  scale  of  the  Main  Program.    Also,  the  Main  Program  is  a 
concept  plan.    When  land  disposition  and  development  agreements  are 
executed,  and  the  locations  of  specific  land  uses  determined, 
consideration  should  be  given  to  development  of  specific  mitigation 
plans.    Mitigation  measures  suggested  on  p.  211  are  intended  to  provide 
the  basis  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  require  specific  mitigation  of 
individual  developers. 
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Loading 

Tour  Bus  Loading 
COMMENT 

"The  hotels  are  forecasted  to  draw  up  to  100  tour  buses  a  day  [and]  will  also 
need  loading  facilities."    (Doris  Kahn) 

"We  [San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway]  would  prefer  that  no  tour  buses  unload 
on  the  north  side  of  Howard  Street  across  from  the  Convention  Center  and  that 
one  of  the  alternatives  suggested  by  the  Transportation  Policy  Group  -  either 
construction  of  an  additional  loading  island  between  traffic  lanes  on  the 
south  side  of  Howard  Street  or  installation  of  a  contra-flow  lane  on  the  south 
side  of  Howard  -  be  implemented."    (Michael  Cronbach) 

RESPONSE 

Page  164  of  the  EIR  contains  discussion  of  the  need  for  loading  facilities 
at  hotels.  It  states  that  tour  bus  loading  and  queing  and  passenger 
loading,  if  not  provided  off-street  on  CB-1,  would  affect  Third  and  Fourth 
Sts.  and  posibly  Mission  St.    Roughly  100  tour  buses  per  day  would  load  at 
CB-1.    Provision  of  any  additional  hotel  rooms  would  increase  possible 
congestion  and  vehicle  conflict  problems  in  the  vicinity.    (For  example, 
provision  of  300  additional  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1  would  draw  an  estimated 
14  additional  tour  buses  to  the  block  each  day.)    Further  discussion  of 
loading  requirements  is  in  the  First  Supplement,  pp.  61  and  80.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  is  currently  studying  this  problem  as  part  of  the 
preparation  of  its  Transportation  Management  Plan,  and  has  agreed  to 
consult  with  the  City  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering  and  the 
Transportation  Planning  Division  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  the 
design  of  tour  bus  loading  areas  (see  the  second  and  third  mitigaiton 
measures  on  p.  212  of  the  EIR). 

The  YBC  FEIR  (pp.  338a,  342  and  343)  contains  discussion  of  the  problems 
associated  with  the  Convention  Center  drop-off  area  in  relation  to 
off-side  (bus  door  on  street  side  rather  than  curb  side)  loading  on  Howard 
St.  and  has  been  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR. 


Delivery  Vehicle  Effects  on  Street  Capacity 
COMMENT 

"The  area  will  be  drawing  delivery  trucks  and  will  be  serving  as  loading 
facilities  for  the  hotel  and  the  Convention  Center.    This  adds  the  famous 
San  Francisco  double-parked  truck  to  the  streets  and  will  further  impede 
traffic  flow."    (Doris  Kahn) 
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RESPONSE 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on 
p.  162:    "This  deficit  of  loading  spaces  could  cause  occasional  double 
parking  of  delivery  trucks,  and  consequent  reduction  in  street  capacities 
at  these  five  blocks."    Implementation  of  the  last  mitigation  measure  on 
p.  213  of  the  EIR,  requiring  that  off-street  loading  be  provided  to  meet 
projected  demand,  would  greatly  reduce  this  potential  problem. 

Heliports 

COMMENT 

The  proposal  is  a  program  of  land  uses  for  the  Verba  Buena  Center  area  of  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  bounded  by  Market  and  Harrison  Streets  to  the  north  and 
south,  and  Second  and  Fourth  Streets  to  the  east  and  west,  respectively.  The 
northern,  eastern  and  western  portions  are  stated  to  include  high-rise 
buildings  (some  up  to  500  feet),  with  residential  use  planned  for  the  southern 
portion.    The  southwestern  portion  of  the  project  area  is  approximately  two  to 
three  blocks  to  the  east  of  the  Hall  of  Justice  Heliport,  and  the  southeastern 
portion  of  the  project  area  being  approximateely  five  to  six  blocks  north  of 
the  China  Basin  Heliport.    We  are,  therefore,  concerned  about  the  noise  and 
safety  impacts  the  heliport  operations  may  have  on  the  project,  and  the  safety 
impacts  the  project  may  have  on  the  heliport  operations.    The  environmental 
document  did  not  mention  the  heliports  or  address  the  associated  impacts  they 
might  create.    Although  current  operations  at  the  heliports  may  not  create 
significant  adverse  impacts,  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  will 
need  to  address  the  issue."    (Mark  Mispagel) 

RESPONSE 

Neither  of  the  existing  heliports  would  be  affected  by  the  Main  Program. 
Spirit  Airways  uses  its  China  Basin  heliport,  at  Embarcadero  and  Berry 
Streets,  primarily  for  tours,  and  its  helicopters  take  off  and  gain 
altitude  over  the  Bay.    The  Hall  of  Justice  heliport  is  only  used 
intermittently  and  all  take-offs  are  from  the  roof,  at  an  elevation  of 
^  about  100  ft.    Approaches  are  at  300  ft.  and  directions  of  flights  vary. 
Both  the  Hall  of  Justice  and  China  Basin  heliports  report  standard  flight 
elevations  of  approximately  1200  ft.,  about  twice  as  high  as  the  tallest 
high  rises  in  Downtown,  and  considerably  higher  than  any  structures 
planned  for  YBC.    Spokesmen  for  both  heliports  stressed  the  flexibility  of 
helicopter  flight  paths  and  neither  anticipated  any  problems  with  YBC. 
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CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 


Shadow  Studies,  Wind  Studies,  and  Building  Design  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"Page  166  and  167.    We  should  have  diagrams  of  400  foot  buildings  in  each 
possible  location,  showing  effects  on  plazas  and  Central  Blocks  2  and  3,  also 
shadow  studies  of  lower  towers  and  how  much  less  plazas  would  then  be  shaded." 

"Page  224,  shading  could  be  avoided  or  mitigated  in  change  in  design  and  size 
of  buildings." 

"...  we  should  have  conceptual  drawings  to  show  towers  and  density  of 
Block  1.    Perhaps  other  blocks  too,  but  Block  1  is  the  high  density.    We  need 
clearer  shadow  and  wind  impacts  for  any  of  the  taller  proposed  buildings  in 
YBC.    We  need  to  be  very  conscious  of  EIR  impacts,  especially  on  Block  2  and 
3."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  "Gardens"  portion  (CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program,  which 
would  be  the  bulk  of  the  new  development  of  YBC,  is  still  undergoing  major 
building  placement,  density  and  design  revisions.    The  exact  floor  areas 
of  each  use  have  not  yet  been  determined;    those  analyzed  in  this 
Supplement  are  only  the  most  likely  "worst-case"  floor  areas.  Ongoing 
negotiations  between  Olympia  and  York  (0  &  Y)  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
continue  to  produce  frequent  changes  to  each  party's  design  concepts  for 
the  project.    For  these  reasons,  the  discussion  in  this  EIR  of  shadows 
made  by  the  Main  Program  (pp.  167-168)  is  general  and  descriptive.  The 
discussion  follows  an  "If  .  .  .  then"  format,  considering  several  general 
placements  of  a  400-f oot-tal 1  box-like  building  of  unspecified  horizontal 
dimensions  (bulk).    Similarly,  the  wind  discussion  on  p.  166  of  this  EIR 
is  general,  discussing  overall  principles  and  identifying  possible 
"problem"  locations  due  to  construction  of  the  Main  Program. 

Specific  shadow,  microclimate  and  wind-tunnel  analyses  will  be  performed 
by  the  Central  Blocks  developer  as  the  number  of  possible  choices  for 
building  placement  is  reduced,  and  as  possible  bulks  and  building 
envelopes  become  more  defined.    The  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  214  is 
deleted.    The  mitigation  measure  at  the  top  of  p.  216  is  reworded  to 
indicate  that  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for  public  review  of  these 
analyses: 

Shadow,  microclimate  and  wind-tunnel  analyses  would  be  performed  by 
the  Central  Blocks  developer  during  the  building  design  process. 
Necessary  modifications,  as  determined  through  Redevelopment  Agency 
review,  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  wind  turbulence,  and  shading  effects  on 
proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible.    The  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  consider  requiring  that  the  land  disposition  and  development 
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agreement  (LDA)  provide  a  process  by  which  wind  and  shadow  studies 
for  the  "Gardens"  portion  on  the  project  would  be  done  and  made 
available  to  the  public. 


Construction  Effects  on  Convention  Center  Delegates  and  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  168,  there  is  no  discussion  about  construction  effects  on  Convention 
Center  Delegates  traveling  to  and  from  their  hotels.    Furthermore,  under  the 
chapter  on  Mitigation  Measures  there  is  no  mention  of  measures  that  might  be 
taken  to  lessen  the  negative  visual,  air,  noise,  etc.  impacts  on  Convention 
Center  Delegates."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

Air  quality  construction  effects  are  discussed  generally  on  p.  168  of  the 
EIR.    Not  enough  is  known  about  much  of  the  Main  Program  to  discuss 
construction  impacts  in  detail.    For  instance,  it  is  not  known  how 
construction  on  the  remaining  to-be-developed  parcels  spread  throughout 
YBC  would  be  phased  over  the  next  five  to  ten  years.    Building  placements 
and  sizes  have  not  been  determined  for  CB-1,  -2,  -3,  and  EB-2.  The 
Commentor's  concern  about  construction  effects  on  sensitive  receptors  in 
YBC  can  be  discussed  on  a  general  level,  however,  and  changes  are  made 
below  to  the  Air  Quality,  Noise  and  Visual  sections  to  reflect  this 
concern.    The  following  is  added  before  the  last  two  sentences  in  the 
second  paragraph  on  p.  168: 

Although  the  degree  of  impact  cannot  be  assessed  without  specific 
building  locations  or  a  construction  schedule,  those  most  sensitive 
to,  and  most  likely  to  be  affected  by,  suspended  dust  would  be  the 
elderly  living  on  SB-2  and  WB-3.    Elderly  having  respiratory  ailments 
and  living  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street  from  construction  sites 
might  occasionally  experience  breathing  discomfort.    Other  YBC 
residents,  employees,  visitors  and  conventioneers  living  near  (within 
a  few  hundred  feet)  or  passing  by  construction  sites  in  YBC  could 
experience  mild  coughing  or  sneezing  and  dustfall  nuisance. 

The  following  is  inserted  in  the  Noise  impacts  discussion  after  the  fourth 
full  sentence  in  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  175:    "Other  YBC 
residents,  employees,  visitors  and  conventioneers  living  near  (within  a 
few  hundred  feet)  or  regularly  passing  by  construction  sites  in  YBC  would 
also  occasionally  experience  speech  interference  and  annoyance." 

A  paragraph  is  added  to  p.  116  to  precede  the  first  paragraph  under  VISUAL 
IMPACTS,  as  follows: 

Parcels  throughout  YBC  would  be  under  construction  for  roughly  five 
or  more  years.    Construction  schedules  and  phasing  have  not  yet  been 
determined,  but  it  is  likely  that  more  than  one  parcel  could  be  under 
construction  at  a  time.    Construction  activities  could  have  a 
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negative  aesthetic  effect,  temporarily  discouraging  visitors, 
conventioneers  or  sale  of  residential  units  in  YBC.    The  extent  of 
this  effect  is  difficult  to  assess,  but  could  be  no  more  severe  than 
the  existing  negative  aesthetic  effect  of  some  of  the  vacant 
buildings  and  open  rubble-strewn  lots. 

The  EIR  does  contain  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  construction  dust  and 
construction  noise  effects  on  sensitive  receptors  (see  the  third  full 
paragraph  on  p.  214  and  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  216).  In 
addition,  the  following  measure  is  added  as  the  first  measure  under 
Additional  Measures  Suggested  on  p.  206: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to 
construct  temporary  wooden  barricades  around  the  perimeter  of 
construction  sites  (where  they  border  pedestrian  routes)  in  order  to 
screen  pedestrians  from  construction  activities  wherever  possible. 


Construction  Dust  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"The  Supplement  correctly  notes  the  dust  and  dirt  generated  by  the  excavation 
and  construction  activity  of  the  project.    During  the  excavation  and 
construction  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center,  Woolf  House  I  sustained  notable 
accumulation  of  grime  on  its  east  facade  in  substantial  excess  of  its  other 
elevations.    This  negative  impact  constrained  the  choice  of  exterior  paint 
colors  for  the  planned  repainting  of  Woolf  House  I  along  with  Woolf  House  II, 
eliminating  the  preferred  'cream  color'  treatment.    Excavation  and 
construction  in  CB-2  must  be  expected  to  also  have  such  a  negative  impact,  and 
the  normal  repainting  of  Woolf  House  cannot  be  carried  out  until  1990  under 
budget  restraints.    Hence  a  required  mitigation  is  needed,  that  given 
noticeable  discoloration  and  grime  accumulation  of  the  facade  of  Woolf  House 
(and  presumably  other  structures  adjacent  to  CB-2  and  CB-1  where  major 
excavation  is  planned),  the  responsible  developer  shall  be  required  to  carry 
out  the  cleaning  and,  if  needed,  partial  repainting  of  that  facade  at  the 
developer's  expense."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  developer  should  be  responsible  for  mitigating  those  impacts  directly 
caused  by  the  developer's  activity.    Since  dustfall  and  accumulation  of 
grime  on  buildings  (parked  cars,  statuary,  street  furniture,  etc.)  is 
common  throughout  the  City,  not  all  of  the  accumulated  dirt  on  a  nearby 
facade  would  be  due  to  a  developer's  construction  activity  (particularly 
if  the  nearby  building's  last  cleaning  occurred  before  construction 
began).    The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  third  full 
paragraph  on  p.  214,  to  take  into  account  varying  situations  and  degrees 
of  responsibility: 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  developers  to 
encourage  them  to  partially  reimburse  the  costs  of  cleaning  nearby 
facades  where  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  dust  accumulation  has 
clearly  been  the  result  of  the  developer's  construction  activities. 

Inclusion  of  this  measure  would  also  encourage  developer  enforcement  of 
the  preceding  mitigation  measure  on  p.  214  of  the  EIR,  relating  to  dust 
generation  controls. 


Revision  of  Cumulative  Air  Quality  Impacts 

Updating  the  Transportation  section  of  the  EIR  in  the  Response  to  Revi sion 
of  Cumulative  Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89,  necessitates  revising 
parts  of  the  Air  Quality  section  of  the  EIR,  as  well.    1988  Cumulative 
(Base  Case  or  Background)  traffic  traveling  through  YBC,  but  not  directly 
generated  by  YBC,  was  projected  for  the  ^raft  EIR  based  on  a  list  of 
31  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  which  were  to  be  occupied  after  1981, 
or  which  were  under  environmental  review.    In  addition,  a  growth  factor 
(percentage)  was  applied  to  the  existing  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  to 
account  for  1988  contributions  from  new  development  outside  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  YBC.    This  growth  factor  was  based  on  an  extrapolation  of  past 
traffic  volume  growth  trends  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    The  updated 
cumulative  traffic  volumes,  presented  in  Revision  of  Cumulative 
Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89,  are  generated  from  a  list  of 
79  projects  under  construction,  approved,  or  with  well-defined  proposed 
plans,  in  the  greater  Downtown  and  South  of  Market  area  (see  Appendix  C, 
Table  C-8  (revised),  p.  C-7).    Since  this  revised  list  is  assumed  to  be 
comprehensive,  no  additional  growth  factor  is  added  to  the  generated 
cumulative  traffic  volumes  through  YBC. 

Since  traffic  projected  to  be  generated  by  the  Main  Program  and  its 
variants  has  not  been  revised,  only  those  air  quality  calculations 
dependent  upon  projected  cumulative  traffic,  the  CO  concentration 
calculations,  need  to  be  changed.    The  revised  Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  170 
and  173  of  the  EIR,  are  shown  below.    In  all  cases,  the  changes  made  to 
these  tables  involved  less  than  0.5  ppm.    In  most  cases,  CO  concentrations 
went  down  from  those  presented  in  the  Draft  EIR.    This  is  because  the 
growth  factor  added  into  the  Draft  EIR  projections  resulted  in  slightly 
higher  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  than  the  updated  and  expanded 
cumulative  list  generates  alone. 

Because  revisions  in  projected  CO  concentrations  presented  in  Tables  19 
and  20  are  minor,  only  one  text  change  is  necessary.    In  the  last  sentence 
on  p.  171  of  the  EIR,  "90%"  is  changed  to  "85%". 
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TABLE  19:         ESTIMATED  AND  PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  (POOR  DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO 
CONCENTRATIONS*  (ppm)**:  MAIN  PROGRAM 


Averaging  1981  1988  1988  Base  plus 

Location  Time  Existing  Base  Case+         Main  Program 


Harrison  & 

1 -hour 

20.3 

13.8 

16.5 

r  our un 

o-no  ur 

Fi  7 
D.  / 

7  1 

Folsom  & 

1-hour 

21.2 

14.2 

15.5 

1  ii  1  ru 

O  — ilU  U  1 

1  U  .  0 

7 

7  1 
/  .  1 

Folsom  & 

1-hour 

20.1 

14.1 

15.4 

Fourth 

8-hour 

10.3*** 

6.6 

6.9 

Howard  & 

1-hour 

20.8 

13.8 

14.6 

Third 

8-hour 

10.0*** 

6.5 

6.7 

Howard  & 

1-hour 

21.0 

17.9 

20.5 

Fourth 

8-hour 

10.3*** 

7.0 

7.6 

Mission  & 

1-hour 

24. 5 

16.2 

17.0 

Third 

8-hour 

10.' 9*** 

7.1 

7.3 

Mission  & 

1-hour 

17.9 

11.6 

12.3 

Fourth 

8-hour 

9.3*** 

5.9 

6.1 

*    Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 

Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  12.8  ppm  for  one  hour,  and 

7.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in  1981;  7.9  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in 

1988. 

**    ppm:    parts  per  million 

***    Exceeds  the  applicable  standards:    35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for 
8  hours. 

+    1988  Base  includes  existing  traffic,  and  traffic  from  cumulative  office 
development  listed  in  Table  C-8,  Appendix  C  (revised),  p.  C-7,  and  traffic 
from  the  Convention  Center  (on  a  day  of  maximum  attendance,  expected  to  occur 
fewer  than  ten  times  per  year),  but  excludes  the  Main  Program. 

NOTE:    Eight-hour  concentrations  exceeding  the  standard  in  the  1981  Existing 
Case  occur  on  the  order  of  one  to  ten  times  per  year. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Projects,  Information  Bulletin,  updated  with  BAAQMD,  July  1981,  EMFAC-6 
Emission  Factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 
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TABLE  20:         PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  (POOR  DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO 
CONCENTRATIONS*  (ppm)**:  MAIN  PROGRAM  AND  VARIANTS 


Averaging       1988  Base  Case  and  Variants  +    1988  Base  Case  plus 


Location 

Time 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Main  Program 

Harrison  & 

1-hour 

16.6 

16.4 

16.5 

16.3 

16.5 

Fourth 

8-hour 

7.1 

7.1 

7.1 

7.0 

7.1 

Folsom  & 

1 -hour 

15.6 

15.5 

15.5 

15.4 

15.5 

Th  i  rd 

8-hour 

7.1 

7.1 

7.1 

7.1 

7.1 

Folsom  & 

1-hour 

15.5 

15.3 

15.4 

15.5 

15.4 

Fourth 

8-hour 

7.0 

6.9 

6.9 

6.9 

6.9 

Howard  & 

1 -hour 

14.7 

14.6 

14.6 

14.6 

14.6 

Third 

8-hour 

6.7 

6.7 

6.7 

6.7 

6.7 

Howard  & 

1 -hour 

20.6 

20.2 

20.5 

20.1 

20.5 

Fourth 

8-hour 

7.7 

7.6 

7.6 

7.5 

7.6 

Mission  & 

1-hour 

17.0 

17.0 

17.0 

16.9 

17.0 

Third 

8-hour 

7.3 

7.3 

7.3 

7.3 

7.3 

Mission  & 

1 -hour 

12.3 

12.3 

12.3 

12.3 

12.3 

Fourth 

8-hour 

6.1 

6.1 

6.1 

6.1 

6.1 

*    Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 

Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  12.8  ppm  for  one  hour,  and 

7.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in  1981;  7.9  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in 

1988. 

**  ppm:    parts  per  million 

+   Variant  A:    the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Office-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 
Variant  B:    the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 
Variant  C:    the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2 

Variant  D:    the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Off ice  Variant  for  EB-2 

All  variants  include  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program  for  all  blocks  in  YBC  not 
changed  by  the  variant. 

NOTE:    None  of  the  concentrations  above  exceeds  the  applicable  standards: 
.  35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for  eight  hours. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Project.    Information  Bulletin,  updated  with  BAAQMD,  July  1981,  EMFAC-6 
Emission  Factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 
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Level  of  Service  Effects  on  Air  Quality  Projections 

COMMENT 

"We  understand  that  full  account  was  taken  of  critical  factors  such  as 
elevated  emissions  of  carbon  monoxide  due  to  slow  vehicular  movement  where 
traffic  projections  indicate  Levels  of  Service  C  and  D  at  some  intersections." 

"It  is  noted  that,  due  to  updated  projections,  'CO  standards  (in  1988,  the 
target  buildout  date)  would  be  exceeded  only  on  portions  of  the  YBC  blocks 
adjacent  to  the  James  Lick  Freeway'  (p.  251).    Given  the  high  background  level 
of  CO,  intersections  modeled  will  approach,  but  not  exceed,  CO  standards. 
This,  of  course,  assumes  correct  projections  in  EMFAC6C  emission 
f actors--i .e. :    no  federal  or  state  relaxation  of  vehicle  emission  controls." 
(Milton  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

The  Commentor  is  correct.    A  reduced  level  of  service  at  an  intersection 
resulted  in  lower  average  projected  speeds  through  the  intersection. 
Carbon  monoxide  emission  factors  are  dependent  on  vehicle  speed;  the 
emission  factors  increase  as  speeds  decrease.    Through  adjustments  in 
vehicle  speeds,  level  of  service  effects  were  taken  into  account  in  all 
carbon  monoxide  concentration  calculations. 

The  EMFAC6C  emission  factors  used  in  the  EIR  analysis  assume  that  the 
regulatory  climate  existing  in  1980  would  continue  unchanged  through  the 
projected  Main  Program  build-out  year,  1988.    The  following  sentence  is 
added  after  the  first  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  171  to 
clarify  this  assumption:    "The  projections  assume  that  existing 
government-mandated  controls  would  remain  unchanged  through  the  projected 
Main  Program  build-out  year,  1988." 


Comparison  of  Air  Quality  Effects  of  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 
COMMENT 

"However,  the  Draft  Second  Supplement  does  state  that  Alternative  C  of  the 
1978  FEIR  would  generate  the  lowest  CO  concentrations.  Alternative  B  the 
second  lowest--sti 1 1  lower  than  the  current  Main  Program  (p.  169).  No 
quantitative  comparison  is  given  because  of  changes  in  methodology  between  the 
1978  FEIR  and  the  Draft  Second  Supplement.    Thus,  from  an  air  quality  point  of 
view.  Alternative  C  is  obviously  preferable,  and  Alternative  B  is  next,  of  all 
the  alternatives  and  variants  studied.    We  are,  of  course,  in  no  position  to 
judge  the  feasibility  or  other  cost/benefit  aspects  of  the  alternatives." 
(Milton  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

Comment  noted.    A  quantitative  comparison  between  pollutants  generated  by 
the  Main  Program  and  pollutants  generated  by  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives, 
cannot  be  made  because  the  vehicle  trip  generation  methodology,  on  which 
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the  air  quality  calculations  depend,  differs  between  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  and 
this  Second  Supplement.    A  comparison  of  the  1977-78  transportation 
methodology  and  the  updated  methodology  used  in  the  Second  Supplement  is 
presented  in  Appendix  C. 


Air  Quality  Effects  of  Variants 
COMMENT 

"Comparison  of  the  'Main  Program'  with  four  'variants'  shows  no  significant 
differences  among  them  in  CO  concentrations  at  intersections." 
(Milton  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

The  Commentor  is  referring  to  the  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  shown  in 
Table  20,  p.  173  (revised  as  part  of  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air  Quality 
Impacts,  p.  C&R-131,  above).    Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  any  of  the 
intersections  analyzed  vary  between  the  variants  by  less  than  1  ppm.  This 
is  because  each  variant  involves  a  density  change  of  at  most  three  uses  on 
only  one  block  in  YBC.    All  other  YBC  blocks  remain  unchanged  and  common 
to  the  other  variants.    (This  is  in  contrast  to  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives, 
each  of  which  is  a  distinct  and  complete  program  for  all  of  YBC.)  In 
addition,  pollutant  contributions  from  cumulative  (or  base  case)  traffic 
traveling  through  YBC  is  constant  across  the  variants,  as  are  pollutant 
contributions  from  upwind  sources  not  traveling  through  YBC.  These 
factors  common  to  all  four  variants  have  a  greater  effect  on  pollutant 
concentrations  in  YBC  than  do  the  differences  between  the  variants. 


Inclusion  in  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan 
COMMENT 

"Page  86,  saying  it  is  most  likely  full  build  up  of  YBC  was  taken  into  account 
in  1979  air  quality  projections  seems  speculative  at  best,  inaccurate  and 
incomplete."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 


RESPONSE 


In  order  to  clarify  the  relationship  between  the  proposed  Main  Program  and 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  and  to  reflect  the  receipt  of  more  complete 
information  from  ABAG,  the  last  sentence  in  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  86 
of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following. 

Estimates  of  future  emissions  developed  for  the  1979  and  1982  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Plans  were  determined  from  data  collected  by  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  on  regional  trends  in 
population,  employment  and  land  use,  not  by  considering  the 
individual  effects  of  proposed  future  projects.    (A  description  of 
the  methodology  used  for  compiling  the  emission  inventories  can  be 
found  in  ABAG  Technical  Memos  #12  and  #36). /I/    This  approach  is 
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similar  to  the  "employment  trend  approach"  for  cumulative 
transportation  impact  analysis,  described  in  the  revised  Appendix  C, 
following  p.  C&R-171.    ABAG's  projected  regional  trends  for 
employment  and  residential  population  by  "subregional  study  area"  are 
contained  in  ABAC,  January  1980,  Projections  79.    The  smallest 
"subregional  study  area"  containing  YBC  is  the  entire  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco.    Between  1980  and  1990  ABAG  projects  San 
Francisco's  population  will  decrease  from  659,736  to  650,14,5,  a 
decrease  of  1.5%.    In  the  same  period,  employment  is  projected  to 
increase  from  542,644  to  611,176,  a  12.6%  increase.  Assuming 
completion  of  the  Main  Program  by  1988,  the  population  in  YBC  would 
increase  from  about  600  in  1982  to  about  3,800  in  1988,  a  533% 
increase.    In  the  same  period,  YBC  employment  would  increase  from 
about  8,000  to  about  25,000,  a  212%  increase.    Although  YBC's  rate  of 
growth  would  clearly  be  greater  than  that  assumed  by  ABAG  for  San 
Francisco  as  a  whole,  unknown  growth  rate  fluctuations  in  other  parts 
of  San  Francisco  could  balance  YBC's  growth  rate,  for  a  citywide 
average  growth  rate  within  that  projected  by  ABAG.    Therefore,  since 
the  Air  Quality  Plan  is  not  based  on  project-by-p.roject  projections, 
the  only  readily  available  means  to  determine  whether  or  not  a 
project  would  conform  to  the  Plan  would  be  to  compare  traffic  control 
mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  with  the  traffic 
control  mitigation  measures  recommended  by  the  Air  Quality  Plan.  The 
Transportation  System  Management  measures  (van-pooling,  car-pooling, 
flextime)  listed  on  p.  211  are  those  measures  recommended  by  the  Air 
Quality  Plan  that  would  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  enforce. 

Footnote 

/I/  Irene  Kahn,  Assistant  to  the  Air  Quality  and  Energy  Resources  Program 
Manager,  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  telephone 
communication,  September  20,  1982. 


CO  Hot  Spot  Monitoring 
COMMENT 

"Page  84  and  85  ...  air  pollution,  measurements  at  939  Ellis  and  929  Third, 
don't  tell  the  story,  particularly  at  peak  hours.  I  think  Bay  Area  Quality 
Management  District  has  some  figures  for  Second  or  Third  and  Howard,  I  have 
seen  those.  But  some  data  should  be  gathered  on  this  site  to  know  the  real 
situation.  In  figures  that  I  have  seen,  they  have  done  in  a  spot  monitoring, 
it's  quite  clear  that  measurements  on  downtown,  particularly  south  of  Market 
sites  are  much  higher  in  pollution.    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  concentration  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  in  the  atmosphere  at  a 
particular  location  can  be  thought  of  as  resulting  from  a  superposition  of 
two  components:  a  background  concentration,  reflecting  the  cumulative 
effects  of  distant  sources  of  CO,  and  the  local  concentration,  indicative 
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of  the  effects  that  local  emission  sources  (particularly  traffic)  and 
meteorological  conditions  have  on  the  total  CO  concentration  at  a  specific 
site. 

The  readings  of  CO  concentration  taken  by  the  Bay  Area  Quality  Management 
Districts  (BAAQMD)  at  the  monitoring  station  at  900  23rd  St.  (transferred 
from  939  Ellis  St.  in  January  1980)  provide  information  only  on  the 
city-wide  CO  background  concentration.    The  BAAQMD  readings  are  not  used 
in  EIRs  to  represent  sidewalk-level  concentrations  on  streets  downtown. 
When  EIRs  are  prepared  for  projects  in  downtown  San  Francisco,  a  local  CO 
concentration,  which  reflects  the  contribution  of  local  sources  under 
worst-case  meteorological  conditions,  is  calculated,  based  on  actual 
traffic  counts  at  the  specific  location  and  using  BAAQMD -approved 
procedures. 

For  the  past  few  years,  the  BAAQMD  has  been  periodically  monitoring 
CO  concentrations  at  selected  sites  in  downtown  San  Francisco:    at  Battery 
and  Washington  Sts.,  Geary  and  Taylor  Sts.,  and  Harrison  and  Spear  Sts. 
using  mobile  sensing  equipment.    The  BAAQMD  has  not  do-ne  any  monitoring 
South  of  Market,  because  the  generally  smoothly  moving  traffic  conditions, 
and  lower  building  heights  and  development  densities  there  facilitate 
pollutant  dispersion.    Pollutant  accumulation  and  formation  of  CO 
"Hotspots"  are  less  likely  South  of  Market  than  in  congested  Downtown 
areas.    On-site  monitoring  is  expensive  and  must  be  conducted  during 
periods  of  weather  favorable  to  high  air  pollution  levels  in  order  to  give 
an  indication  of  the  peak  CO  concentration  expected  at  that  site.  The 
BAAQMD  believes  that  if  a  monitoring  program  of  aproximately  eight  weeks 
duration  were  conducted  at  a  site  during  the  late  fall  or  winter  (the 
highest  air  pollution  concentrations  in  the  Bay  Area  are  usually  measured 
during  this  period),  the  CO  concentrations  measured  would  probably  be  more 
indicative  of  existing  worst-case  concentrations  than  values  calculated 
from  a  theoretical  model.    If  the  monitoring  were  done  for  a  shorter 
period  or  under  more  favorable  weather  conditions,  the  maximum  expected  CO 
concentrations  at  the  site  would  probably  be  underestimated.    (T.  Perardi, 
Dept.  Head,  Research  and  PlaJining,  BAAQMD,  telephone  communication,  May 
25,  1982)    In  any  case,  information  gained  from  an  eight-week  on-site 
monitoring  program  would  only  represent  existing  SETTING  conditions. 
Cumulative  and  project-generated  air  quality  impacts  in  1988  would  still 
be  determined  using  the  BAAQMD-approved  calculations  as  presented  in  the 
EIR. 


CO  Hot  Spot  Mitigation  Measures 
COMMENT 

"There  is  a  general  principle  which  we  have  found  applies  especially  to  center 
city  redevelopment  opportunities.    Air  qual ity--especi al ly  the  prevention  of 
CO  'hot  spots' --is  benefited  by  minimization  of  automobiles  moving  in  or 
through  the  area.    Therefore,  to  the  degree  that  they  are  feasible,  the  BAAQMD 
normally  endorses  such  measures  as: 

0      pedestrian  streets  and  districts. 
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0      fostering  of  transit  use  and  ridesharing  programs, 

0      off-site  parking  with  shuttle,  walk  or  people-mover  services, 

0      density  of  uses  below  levels  which  generate  automobile  volume  and 
congestion  so  as  to  cause  CO  exceedances,  and/or 

0      walk-to-work  opportunities  through  provision  of  housing  appropriate 
to  workers  whose  places  of  employment  are  in  nearby  blocks." 

"Where  mitigations  such  as  those  mentioned  above  are  considered,  we  recommend 
that  the  measures  be  as  definitive  as  possible.    Thus,  such  statements  as: 
'The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  individual  employers  to 
implement  ...  transit  and  traffic  impact  mitigation  measures'  (p.  211)  are  not 
nearly  as  potentially  effective  as  a  call  for  firm  commitments--e.g. , 
developers  and  successor  property  owners  will  be  obligated  to  obtain 
agreements,  from  leasees  and  property  purchasers  who  are  employers,  to  the 
effect  that  they  will  carry  out  specific  programs  which  foster  transit  use, 
ridesharing,  flexible  work  arrangements  and/or  other  devices  for  minimizing 
vehicle  congestion  by  employees.    Only  a  firm,  well  defined  mitigation  measure 
can  be  translated  into  estimates  of  quantified  air  quality  benefits  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  EIR  information  to  the  public  and  policy-makers." 
(Milton  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  pedestrian  streets  and  districts  are 
discussed  in  the  Response  to  YBC  Automobile  Ban,  p.  C&R-116.  That 
Response  points  out  that  although  some  reduction  in  CO  concentration  at 
roadside  locations  in  YBC  would  occur  if  automobiles  were  banned, 
existing,  cumulative  and  YBC-generated  traffic  diverted  to  other  streets 
would  experience  greater  congestion  and  reduced  speeds.    This  would  cause 
increased  emissions  on  those  streets  from  the  diverted  traffic,  as  well  as 
add  to  the  emissions  of  existing  traffic  on  those  streets.  Banning 
traffic  from  YBC  would  also  likely  cause  greater  trip  lengths  in  the  YBC 
area,  increasing  total  pollutant  emissions  from  that  area. 

Encouragement  of  transit  and  ridesharing  programs  are  included  as 
suggested  mitigation  measures  on  pp.  211,  213  and  214  of  the  EIR. 
Provision  of  shuttle  services  for  Convention  Center  delegates  has  been 
suggested  as  a  mitigation  measure  on  p.  211  of  the  EIR.    Convention  center 
delegates  would  make  up  40%  of  the  worst-case  pedestrian  traffic  in  YBC. 
BART,  Muni  Metro  and  Muni  buses  provide  direct  local  and  regional  service 
to  YBC  (see  Figure  13,  p.  81  of  the  EIR).    The  Downtown  Transportation 
Plan  of  the  City's  Transportation  Element  designates  areas  under  the  James 
Lick  Freeway  as  appropriate  for  long-term  parking.    These  areas  would  be 
within  a  walk  or  short  Muni  ride  of  YBC. 

Low-density  development  of  YBC  has  been  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  as 
Alternative  C.    It  should  be  noted  that  the  Main  Program  would  not  cause 
CO  exceedences  at  any  of  the  intersections  in  YBC  (see  the  revised 
Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  C&R-132  to  133).    Walk-to-work  opportunities  and  the 
provision  of  housing  in  YBC  affordable  to  its  office  workers  has  been 
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discussed  in  the  Response  to  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in 
YBC,  p.  C&R-63.    A  suggested  mitigation  measure  has  been  included  as  part 
of  that  Response  to  provide  additional  affordable  housing  in  YBC. 

For  reasons  discussed  in  MITIGATION  (GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS),  p.  C&R-168, 
and  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing  West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation, 
p.  C&R-37,  the  mitigation  measures  listed  in  the  EIR  are  "suggested" 
mitigation  measures.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  has  primary 
responsibility  for  acting  on  these  measures.    The  Commission  would 
consider  and  act  upon  each  mitigation  measure  just  prior  to  action  by  the 
Commission  on  each  proposed  land  disposition  and  development  agreement 
(LDA).    At  that  time,  the  mitigation  measures  adopted  as  conditions  for 
approval  of  each  LDA  would  be  firmly  worded  and  responsibilities  for 
implementation  clearly  defined;  thus  the  mitigation  measures  could  be  made 
specific  to  each  LDA. 

Not  enough  is  known  about  specific  employers  in  YBC  to  be  able  to  judge 
the  applicablity  of  requiring  "flex"  time  or  van  pooling  (the  second 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  211  of  the  EIR,  referred  to  by  the  Commentor). 
Since  this  EIR  is  intended  to  be  applicable  for  all  remaining  LDA's  for 
YBC,  each  of  which  may  involve  a  large  number  of  tenants,  implementation 
of  this  measure  has  to  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis.    Adoption  of 
the  flex  time/van  pooling  measure  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
would  commit  the  Agency  to  good-faith  enforcement  of  the  measure,  while 
allowing  it  the  flexibility  to  consider  applicability  to  each  case. 


Regional  Emissions  and  Emissions  Avoidance  Costs  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"What  are  the  project  and  cumulative  development  (39  million  square  feet) 
impacts  on  regional  air  quality?    What  would  be  the  additional  VMT,  and 
additional  NOx  and  HC  emissions?    Using  current  technology,  what  would  be  the 
costs  associated  with  avoiding  these  emissions  (i.e.,  the  costs  of  additional 
pollution  control  equipment  on  vehicles  or  stationary  sources  to  offset  the 
cumulative  emissions  increases)?" 

"The  developers  should  be  required  by  the  Agency  to  pay  the  full  costs  of 
offsetting  all  air  pollution  emissions  (direct  and  indirect)  created  by  the 
project."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Project  and  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  presented  and  discussed  on 
pp.  169-174  of  the  EIR.    Revised  Tables  19  and  20  are  shown  in  the 
Response  under  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air  Quality  Impacts,  p.  C&R-131.  It 
should  be  noted  that  these  tables  were  revised  to  incorporate  the  effects 
of  cumulative  development  shown  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  and  C-10. 
Mr,  Imparato's  list  containing  39  million  sq.ft.  of  cumulative  development 
was  not  used  for  reasons  listed  in  the  Response  to  Expansion  of  the 
Cumulative  Project  List,  p.  C&R-85. 
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In  order  to  bring  ambient  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone  concentrations  in  the 
Bay  Area  below  Federal  and  State  standards  by  1987,  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  has  proposed  a  new  set  of  control  measures  to 
be  implemented  as  part  of  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.    Studies  of 
the  measures'  cost-effectiveness  have  determined  that  necessary  reduction 
in  hydrocarbons  (the  major  source  of  ozone)  and  carbon  monoxide  emissions 
would  cost  about  $2,100  and  $200  per  ton  respectively.    Total  Bay  Area 
pollutant  reductions  and  growth  offsets  necessary  to  meet  the  1987 
standards  are  expected  to  cost  roughly  $100  million  per  year. /I/  Because 
traffic  associated  with  the  YBC  Main  Program  would  contribute  about  one 
ton  per  day  of  hydrocarbons  and  10.9  tons  per  day  of  carbon  monoxide  to 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin,  the  total  cost  of  offsetting  these  emissions  would 
be  about  $800,000  per  year  for  each  pollutant.    Since  Bay  Area 
concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone  have  been  declining  steadily 
over  the  past  ten  years,  in  spite  of  growth,  new  emissions  do  not  have  to 
be  100%  offset  in  order  to  meet  1987  target  deadlines.    Some  portion  of 
the  Main  Program's  $1.6  million  per  year  of  pollutant  offsetting  cost, 
therefore,  is  part  of  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan's  projected  $100 
million  per  year  total.    These  costs  of  emission  reductions  would 
initially  fall  upon  business  and  industry,  but  would  eventually  be  paid  by 
consumers  and  local  taxpayers.    (It  should  be  noted  that  since  the  new 
project  emissions  are  "indirect"  emissions,  i.e.,  generated  by  vehicles 
traveling  to  and  from  YBC  rather  than  by  uses  within  the  project  itself, 
direct  and  specific  assignment  of  pollutant  costs  is  problematic.)  In 
contrast  to  this  economic  burden  on  the  local  economy,  the  YBC  Main 
Program  would  bring  50,000  direct  and  indirect  jobs  to  the  Bay  Area.  This 
new  income  could  contribute,  in  part,  to  the  costs  of  emissions  reductions 
throughout  the  Bay  Area. 

Footnote 

/!/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  July,  1982,  1982  Draft 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 


NOISE 


Susceptibility  of  Elderly  Residents  to  Noise 
COMMENT 

"We  appreciate  the  sensitivity  toward  the  possible  noise  impacts  on  Woolf 
House  and  the  proposed  mitigation. 

"However,  the  Supplement  remains  inadequate,  as  was  the  FEIR,  in  its 
discussion  of  noise  impacts  on  the  area's  elderly  housing,  particularly  those 
sites  on  major  streets,  Woolf  House  and  the  proposed  Mendelsohn  House.  Both 
fail  to  discuss  the  relative  impacts  according  to  the  time  of  day,  and  the 
days  of  the  week,  of  noise  impacts.    Nighttime  noise  and  noise  during  all 
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weekend  hours  is  presently  significantly  less  than  daylight  weekday  hours, 
especially  during  rush  hours.    However,  the  Main  Program  and  all  Variants, 
incorporating  as  they  do  the  "Gardens"  concept,  are  intended  explicitely  to 
introduce  new  large  scale  evening  and  weekend  activity  in  the  area,  with 
exterior  events  that  will  generate  to  an  unknown  extent  new  noise  sources." 

"There  is  no  question,  as  can  be  confirmed  by  personal  observation,  that 
current  weekday  traffic  noise  impacts  at  Woolf  House  are  a  serious  negative 
impact  already  accomplished  on  these  residential  units.    Insofar  as  additional 
project-generated  auto  traffic,  and  cumulative  downtown  development-generated 
auto  traffic  will  force  an  increase  in  the  length  of  the  weekday  'rush  hours' 
('spreading  the  peak'),  these  severe  negative  impacts  will  be  increased." 
(Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  discussion  on  p.  176  of  the  EIR  points  out  that  existing  noise  levels 
along  YBC  major  streets  are  high:    about  70  dBA  to  75  dBA  over  a  24-hour 
period  (Ldn).    Existing  24-hour  noise  levels  (Ldn)  at  existing  and 
proposed  housing  sites  throughout  YBC  range  from  about  65  dBA  to  74  dBA 
(p.  176  of  the  EIR,  and  Table  9,  p.  88  of  the  EIR).    These  levels  are  now 
loud  enough  to  interrupt  speech,  and  disturb  concentration  and  sleep  in 
those  residences  without  noise  insulation  near  major  YBC  streets.  The 
first  paragraph  on  p.  176  states  that  increases  in  YBC  traffic  associated 
with  the  highest  intensity  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  or  with  the  proposed  Main 
Program  would  cause  existing  traffic  noise  levels  there  to  increase  an 
imperceptible  amount.    The  Main  Program,  therefore,  is  not  expected  to 
have  additional  traffic  noise  impacts  on  elderly  housing  along  major 
streets. 

Although  increased  cumulative  traffic  expected  to  occur  in  YBC  by  1988 
would  likely  contribute  to  "spreading  the  peak"  rush-hour  period,  it  is 
unlikely  that  this  effect  would  be  great  enough  to  noticeably  alter 
existing  noise  levels.    Traffic  volumes  at  a  given  time  would  have  to 
double  for  a  just  noticeable  (3  dBA)  increase  in  traffic  noise  to  occur. 

The  YBC  FEIR  Appendices  present  24-  and  48-hour  noise  measurement 
information  for  housing  sites  throughout  YBC  (YBC  FEIR  Appendices, 
Appendix  H,  Tables  H-2  -  H-12,  pp.  135-142)  and  for  weekday  and  weekend 
periods.    At  all  sites  the  peak  weekday  one-hour  (rush-hour)  average  noise 
intensity  (Leq)  is  about  68  dBA  to  75  dBA.    The  quietest  one-hour  Leq  in  a 
24-hour  period  (generally  sometime  between  3:00  AM  and  5:00  AM)  is  about 
10  dBA  less,  or  about  58  dBA  to  65  dBA.    Although  this  is  an  apparent 
halving  of  the  daytime  rush  hour  traffic  noise,  these  outdoor  noise  levels 
are  still  loud  enough  to  cause  one  to  raise  one's  normal  speaking  voice  to 
be  heard  within  a  few  feet.    Noise  levels  on  Saturday  and  Sunday  are  only 
just  perceptibly  (i.e.,  by  about  3dBA)  less  than  comparable  weekday  noise 
levels  in  YBC. 

Page  179  of  the  Second  Supplement  discusses  possible  new  activity  noise 
which  could  be  generated  by  the  Main  Program  on  CB-2.    Unamplified  brass 
instruments  (such  as  trumpets)  and  amplified  sound  would  be  those  noises 
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most  likely  to  be  audible  over  traffic  noise  at  housing  sites  surrounding 
CB-2,  so  these  noises  receive  particular  attention  in  the  discussions  on 
pp.  179,  180,  and  181.    General  crowd  and  activity  noise  would  not  be 
audible  over  traffic  noise  at  the  edges  of  CB-2  (p.  180  of  the  EIR);  since 
general  crowd  and  activity  noise  at  the  edge  of  CB-2  is  projected  to  be 
about  50  dBA  (based  on  measurements  presented  on  p.  179  of  the  EIR),  it 
probably  would  not  be  audible  across  the  street  from  CB-2  even  during  the 
quietest  early  morning  hours  in  YBC.    Therefore,  those  noise  sources  of 
greatest  concern,  even  over  a  24-hour  period,  would  most  likely  be 
confined  to  loud  music  or  amplified  sound. 

Although  Woolf  House  would  potentially  be  the  most  affected  by  amplified 
noise  from  CB-2,  other  housing  in  the  area  (including  Mendelsohn  House) 
could  also  be  affected.    The  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  217  states 
that:    "Should  an  amphitheatre  or  other  outdoor  performance  area  be 
provided  on  CB-2,  the  Redevelopment  Agnecy  would  require  the  Central 
Blocks  developer  to  perform  an  acoustical  analysis  to  develop  a  design  and 
placement  which  would  have  minimal,  if  any,  noise  effects  on  Woolf  House 
residents  and  residents  of  al 1  [emphasis  added]  other  housing  proposed  for 
or  existing  in  YBC." 


Nighttime  Noise  and  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Mitigation)  Noise  during  construction,  pg.  216:    Supplement  notes  on 
page  175  that  a  special  DPW  permit  is  required  for  nighttime  construction.  A 
required  Mitigation  should  be  that  the  DPW  should  notify  housing  projects 
management  in  the  YBC  area  of  any  such  permit  request  prior  to  approval,  to 
see  if  there  are  any  objections  and/or  problems."    (John  Elberling) 

"Since  the  type  of  activity  intended  for  the  convention  center  roof  may 
include  nighttime  uses  and  open  space  assembly  uses,  noise  impacts  from  CB-3 
need  to  be  reviewed  on  an  equal  footing  as  those  from  CB-2." 

"Obviously,  evening  noise  impacts  present  a  relatively  greater  negative  impact 
on  residents  of  the  elderly  housing.    Difficulty  in  sleeping  and  insomnia  are 
potentially  serious  problems  known  to  afflict  a  greater  proportion  of  elderly 
population  than  the  general  population.    Mitigation  to  schedule 
noise-generating  events  before  a  certain  point  in  the  evening  is  essential  to 
lessen  this  impact.    Weekend  noise  impacts  will  also  be  a  negative  impact 
compared  to  the  present  situation.    Mitigation  to  schedule  noise-generating 
events  after  a  certain  point  in  the  morning  is  essential  to  lessen  this 
impact."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  precede  the  last  measure  on 
p.  216: 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to 
notify  the  management  of  housing  complexes  adjacent  to  or  across  the 
street  from  construction  sites  when  a  DPW  permit  for  nighttime 
construction  has  been  requested  for  those  construction  sites. 

Proposed  uses  for  CB-3  (on  the  roof  of  the  convention  center)  are 
Cultural,  Amusement/Recreation/Entertainment,  Retai 1 /Commerci al  and  a 
Public  Park  or  Plaza.    It  currently  appears  likely  that  these  uses  would 
primarily  be  indoor  performance  theaters  or  cinemas,  shops  and  cafes. 
Outdoor  performances,  with  their  potential  for  loud  or  amplified  music, 
would  remain  on  CB-2,  which  would  have  spaces  (and  possibly  an 
amphitheatre)  designed  for  outdoor  performances.    Crowd  noise  would  most 
likely  be  the  loudest  noise  emanating  from  CB-3.    Because  of  the  high 
traffic  noise  levels  in  YBC,  CB-3  crowd  noise  generally  would  not  be 
audible  across  the  street  from  CB-3  (see  the  quantified  support  for  this 
conclusion  in  the  Response  to  Suscepti bl i 1 ity  of  Elderly  Residents  to 
Noise,  above). 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  p.  179  of  the  EIR  to 
discuss  the  possible  worst-case  noise  effects  of  activities  on  CB-3: 

Although  outdoor  performance  areas  are  currently  not  under 
consideration  for  the  roof  of  the  convention  center,  an  occasional 
outdoor  performance  (such  as  a  marching  band)  could  occur  there. 
Residential  uses  on  surrounding  blocks,  SB-2,  SB-3,  WB-3  and  EB-3, 
could  all  be  affected  by  amplified  outdoor  performances.    Crowd  noise 
and  unamplified  music,  more  likely  on  CB-3  than  loud  or  amplified 
music,  would  generally  not  be  audible  across  any  of  CB-3's  bordering 
streets. 

An  additional  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  p.  217: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  not  to  permit  outdoor  amplified  performances  on  CB-3. 

A  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  p.  217  to  read: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  to  schedule  the  noisiest  outdoor  events  (amplified 
performances)  on  CB-2  to  avoid  normal  sleeping  hours. 


Noise  Mitigation  in  Subsidized  Housing 
COMMENT 

"Cost  constraints  of  federal  programs  may  preclude  use  of  double-glazing  on 
the  Folsom  St.  frontage  of  the  proposed  Mendelsohn  House  unless  required  as 
noise  mitigation;  we  would  accept  such  a  mitigation  requirement  in 
consideration  of  the  needs  of  our  future  tenants.    As  noted,  retrofit  of  Woolf 
House  I  and  II  with  double-glazing  is  not  economically  feasible;  Ceatrice 
Polite  Apartments  may  be  sufficently  removed  from  the  Central  Blocks  to  lessen 
noise  impacts."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 


C&R-143 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Energy 


RESPONSE 
Comment  noted. 


Noise  Insulation  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  217,  Paragraph  2.    Noise  mitigation  measures  can  be  met  in  accordance 
with  accepted  methods  of  construction  and  by  using  material  which  will  achieve 
insulation  from  exterior  noises.    Of  course,  we  will  comply  with  all  laws 
relative  to  this  category."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

Comment  noted. 


ENERGY 


Nuclear  Power  Component  of  Electrical  Demand 
COMMENTS 

"Page  90... How  are  we  going  to  provide  for  the  energy  needs  of  the 
development,  and  we  are  informed  that  Diablo  Canyon  is  going  to  fill  some  of 
those  needs,  and  I  would  serious  question  that,  as  I'm  sure  you  folks  will  as 
well."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"It  is  PG&E's  claim  that  they  can't  provide  power  for  YBC  and  other  downtown 
development  without  nuclear,  or  can  other  types  of  plants  carry  this  burden?" 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

P  G  and  E  claims  that  they  can  provide  power  to  YBC  and  other  downtown 
developments  without  Diablo  Canyon.    Nuclear  power  currently  accounts  for 
about  5%  of  P  G  and  E's  peak  generating  capacity.    This  is  scheduled  to 
rise  to  11.5%  when  Unit  1  of  Diablo  Canyon  comes  on  line  and  16%  expected 
with  the  start-up  of  Unit  2  of  Diablo  Canyon  in  late  1983  and  1984.  By 
1988,  the  year  of  projected  full  build-out  of  YBC,  P  G  and  E  anticipates 
reserve  margins  at  29.2%  including  nuclear  supplies.    If  all  nuclear 
sources  were  shut  down  at  that  time,  P  G  and  E  would  still  have  a  reserve 
margin  at  about  10%.    P  G  and  E  claims  that,  while  they  would  have  the 
necessary  peak  demand  capacity  without  nuclear  sources  in  1988,  their 
reserve  margins  would  be  lower  and  substitute  power  sources  would  be  more 
expensive.    YBC  would  account  for  about  0.1%  of  P  G  and  E's  system-wide 
1988  demand. 
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The  following  section  is  substituted  for  the  section  on  p.  90  of  the  EIR: 

Electricity  and  natural  gas  service  in  the  project  area  is  provided 
by  the  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (P  G  and  E).    P  G  and  E 
currently  obtains  its  electrical  energy  from  oil,  natural  gas, 
nuclear,  hydroelectric,  and  geothermal  sources.    New  demands  for 
electricity  in  the  P  G  and  E  service  area  of  Northern  California  will 
be  met  primarily  with  coal,  nuclear,  and  hydroelectric  sources. 
Co-generation  and  additional  geothermal  power  development  will  also 
be  used  to  supplement  the  existing  supplies.    Among  the  major  new 
power  plants  expected  by  P  G  and  E  are  the  Diablo  Canyon  nuclear 
plant  and  the  Helms  Pump  Storage  hydroelectric  plant. /2, 3/  Both 
projects  are  expected  by  P  G  and  E  to  have  their  first  units  begin 
operation  by  spring,  1983  (Diablo  Canyon's  start-up  is  contigent  upon 
completion  of  seismic  safety  studies  and  receipt  of  an  opeating 
permit  from  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission).    Unit  Two  of  Diablo 
Canyon  and  Units  Two  and  Three  of  the  Helms  Plant  are  anticipated  to 
begin  operating  in  by  the  end  of  the  summer,  1983..    Municipally  owned 
utilities  ancitipate  some  supplies  from  the  Harry  Allen  Nevada 
coal-fired  plant,  beginning  in  the  late  1980's.    P  G  and  E  also 
anticipates  increased  purchases  of  electricity  from  other  utilities. 
This  power  is  expected  to  come  from  surplusses  generated  by 
hydroelectric  and  nuclear  plants  in  Washington  State.  These 
surpluses  are  uncertain  due  to  cancellation  of  two  of  the  five 
Washington  Public  Power  Supply  System  nuclear  plants  and  long-term 
delays  in  a  third  plant,  as  well  as  increased  demand  for  electricity 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest.    P  G  and  E  would  be  able  to  supply 
electricity  to  the  project  even  if  Diablo  Canyon  were  not  to  come  on 
line;  however,  projected  costs  would  be  higher  and  reserve  margins 
would  be  less./3/ 

The  project  and  other  office  development  under  review,  approved,  or 
under  construction  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (see  Table  E-1, 
pp.  253-255)  would  increase  electricity  consumption  by  about  260 
million  ki 1 lowatt-hours  per  year  and  would  increase  natural  gas 
consumption  by  about  400  million  cubic  feet  per  year  for  building 
operations.    Transportation  associated  with  this  cumulative  office 
development  would  increase  diesel  fuel  consumption  by  about  1.3 
million  gallons  per  year,  gasoline  consumption  by  about  8.8  million 
gallons  per  year,  and  electricity  consumption  by  about  52  million 
kilowatt-hours  per  year  (including  electrical  use  by  Muni  trolleys). 
The  total  increase  in  energy  demand  would  be  about  five  trillion 
Btu/1/  annually,  equivalent  to  about  880,000  barrels  of  oil  per  year. 

The  following  note  is  added  to  the  Footnotes  on  p.  91  and  other  notes  are 
reordered  accordingly: 

/3/  James  Davidson,  Senior  Civil  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric, 
telephone  communications.  May  21,  1982,  August  3,  1982,  and 
October  21,  1982. 
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Potential  for  Solar  Energy 
COMMENT 

"A  great  place  to  experiment  with  solar,  it  seems  to  me."    (Kay  Pachtner) 
RESPONSE 

Solar  space  and  water  heating  could  be  used  in  some  of  the  lower-rise 
buildings  in  YBC.    For  effective  solar  heating  of  the  entire  structure, 
the  area  of  the  building  roof  should  not  be  less  than  one-third  of  the 
floor  area  of  the  building.    For  this  reason,  high-rise  structures  in  YBC 
could  not  benefit  from  solar  heating  to  the  degree  that  low-rise 
structures  would.    However,  some  solar  hot  water  heating  in  these 
buildings  could  be  feasible.    Some  higher-rise  structures  would  not  have 
adequate  roof  area  to  make  solar  water  or  space  heating  feasible,  due  to 
rooftop  mechanical  uses.    It  would  be  necessary  to  locate  structures  using 
solar  energy  so  that  they  would  not  be  shadowed  by  taller  buildings  in  the 
vicinity. 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  189,  to 
address  the  potential  use  of  solar  energy  for  space  and  water  heating  in 
YBC. 

Solar  energy  could  be  used  to  provide  supplementary  space  and  water 
heating  in  some  of  the  structures  in  YBC.    This  would  be  most 
feasible  in  low-rise  structures  not  shaded  by  other  buildings,  since 
the  low-rise  structures  would  have  the  most  favorable  ratio  of 
collector  space  (rooftop)  to  area  to  be  heated.    Some  supplementary 
solar  water  heating  could  be  incorporated  into  high-rise  buildings, 
provided  there  was  adequate  rooftop  space.    Because  the  exact  designs 
of  buildings  proposed  for  YBC  are  not  known  at  this  time,  the  extent 
that  they  would  be  able  to  incorporate  solar  space  and  water  heating 
cannot  be  determined. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  second  sentence  in  the  third 
paragraph  on  p.  218:    "The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  reviewing 
each  building  design  to  maximize  the  potential  for  incorporating  solar 
energy  for  space  and  water  heating  in  development  in  YBC,  where  feasible." 


Total  Energy  System  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  218.    While  we  share  the  aims  of  a  "total  energy  system"  we  have  our 
reservation  about  this  item  subject  to  better  understanding  of  capital  costs, 
space  requirements,  and  operating  costs.    However,  we  are  aware  of  and 
concerned  about  these  issues  and  will  have  a  nationally  known  energy 
conservation  consultant  to  assist  us  in  planning  energy-efficient  building 
systems."    (Joseph  Madonna) 
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RESPONSE 

Comments  acknowledged. 


GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 


Safety  Glass 
COMMENT 

"Use  of  safety  glass  should  be  required  in  all  high  rise  office  building 
windows  as  a  mitigation  against  the  hazard  posed  by  an  earthquake." 
(Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Safety  glass  is  currently  required  only  where  removal  of  windows  for  fire 
fighting  access  is  necessary.    The  San  Francisco  Building  Code  Section 
2314  K.5  (a)  regarding  exterior  elements,  regulates  the  emplacement  of 
wi  ndows. 

It  is  not  possible  to  determine  the  number  of  panes  that  would  fall  from 
project  high-rises,  where  they  would  fall  to,  or  whether  they  would  fall 
whole  or  in  pieces.    Although  safety  glass  would  eliminate  some  of  the 
sharp  edges  caused  by  breaking  glass,  it  would  not  prevent  the  windows 
from  falling  to  the  streets  and  striking  pedestrians.    In  the  Mitigation 
Section,  p.  220,  the  EIR  contains  a  mitigation  measure  providing  for  the 
design  and  positioning  of  buildings  to  minimize  the  fall  of  debris  and 
glass  into  streets,  sidewalks,  or  other  populated  areas. 


ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 


Heritage-Rated  Buildings  in  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"Page  270,  is  B  rating  description  accurate?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"Summary  (pp.  S-1  to  S-18):    This  section  does  not  contain  any  mention  of  the 
adverse  impacts  of  the  proposal  on  significant  architectural,  historic  or 
aesthetic  resources  in  or  near  the  project  area. 

"The  description  of  Heritage's  ratings  of  buildings  should  indicate  that  we 
consider  all  'A'  and  'B'  rated  buildings  eligible  for  the  National  Register, 
and  "C"-rated  buildings  to  be  eligible  as  a  part  of  National  Register  Historic 
Districts. " 
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"This  organization  has  recently  completed  a  detailed  survey,  analysis  and 
rating  of  architectural  resources  in  the  C-3  Zoning  District,  including 
buildings  that  were  not  identified  in  our  1979  survey,  Splendid  Survivors. 
The  significant  buildings  remaining  in  the  YBC  project  area,  which  are  within 
the  C-3  District,  are  identified  in  the  attachment.    The  'A'  and  'B'  buildings 
on  this  list  are  considered  by  Heritage  to  be  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places,  and  should  be  considered  for  preservation  in  the 
final  YBC  plans. 

"It  [The  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  section]  does  not  identify  several 
architecturally  significant  buildings  that  have  been  identified  and  evaluated 
by  Heritage  and  independent  experts,  in  our  recent  extension  of  the  Splendid 
Survivors  survey  throughout  the  C-3  Zoning  District  in  the  YBC  area. 
Attachment  1  to  this  letter  identifies  'A,'  'B,'  and  'C '-rated  buildings  that 
should  be  added  to  this  section.    The  footnote  on  page  99  should  be  changed  to 
reflect  the  significant  buildings  on  these  blocks." 

"The  effect  of  the  proposal  on  the  remaining  architecturally  and  historically 
significant  buildings  in  the  redevelopment  area  [should  be • discussed]. " 
(H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  "B"  rating  description  provided  on  p.  270  is  accurate,  but 
abbreviated.    The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  first  sentence  on 
p.  270  to  further  detail  this  rating:    "These  buildings  tend  to  stand  out 
for  their  overall  quality  rather  than  for  any  particular  outstanding 
characteristics." 

Based  on  Heritage's  July  1982  survey,  the  following  buildings  are  added  to 
the  Table  of  Historic  or  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings,  pp.  98-99, 
and  to  the  map  on  p.  101 : 

1)  The  Louis  Lurie  Bldg.,  608  Folsom  St.,  Heritage-rated  B; 

2)  The  Hemphill  Bldg.,  666-672  Howard  St.,  Heritage-rated  C; 

3)  The  MacGruer  and  Simpson  Bldg.,  819-823  Howard  St., 
Heritage-rated  C; 

4)  The  Collins  Hencke  Candy  Corp.  Bldg.,  610-622  Folsom  St., 
Heritage-rated  C; 

5)  The  Planters  Hotel,  286-298  Second  St.,  Heritage-rated  C; 

6)  The  Wagner  Bldg.,  70-74  Fourth  St.,  Heritage-rated  C. 

The  following  is  added  to  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Resources  Setting 
section  in  response  to  this  new  study. 

On  p.  100,  second  line:  "The  list  was  expanded  in  July  1982  to  cover 
the  YBC  area  south  to  Folsom  St." 

On.  p.  97,  last  line:  "Heritage  considers  A  and  B  rated  buildings  to 
be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places." 

On  p.  99,  footnotes,  WB-1  and  WB-3  are  deleted  from  footnote  **. 


C&R-148 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects 


The  structures  rated  by  Heritage  in  July  1982  are  added  to  discussions  in 

the  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Impact  section  as  follows.    On  p.  203,  on 

the  fourth  and  fifth  lines,  the  phrase,  "with  the  possible  exception  of 

the  B-rated  Williams  Bldg.  at  101  Third  St.,  which  is  being  considered  for 
rehabilitation,"  is  inserted  between  "All  Heritage  rated  buildings  in  EB-1 

and  EB-2"  and  "would  be  demolished."  On  p.  203,  the  following  is  added  to 
the  second  line: 

The  Wagner  Building  on  WB-1,  McGruer  Building  on  WB-3,  and  the 
Col  1 ins-Hencke  Candy  Corp.  and  Louis  Lurie  buildings,  both  on  EB-3, 
are  all  rated  "C"  by  Heritage.    The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  map  shows 
these  buildings  as  eligible  for  rehabilitation.    The  Planters  Hotel, 
rated  C,  also  on  EB-3,  has  been  rehabilitated  as  office  space. 

The  following  paragraph,  summarizing  the  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  on 
significant  historic,  architectural,  or  aesthetic  resources  in  the  project 
area,  is  added  to  p.  S-14. 

The  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  on  the  historic  and  architecturally 
significant  buildings  in  YBC  would  be  similar  to  those  of  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C.    St.  Patrick's  Church,  the  Jessie  St. 
Substation,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.,  and  the  Salvation  Army  Bldg.  would 
be  preserved.    A  study  is  being  conducted  on  the  feasibility  of 
rehabilitating  the  B-rated  Williams  Bldg.    All  other  Heritage  rated 
buildings  in  EB-1,  2,  and  3,  as  well  as  the  B-rated  GSA  Bldg.  on 
CB-1,  are  proposed  for  demolition  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  Views 
from  the  south  of  the  Pacific  Telephone  Building  would  be  diminished, 
as  would  views  of  several  A-rated  buildings  on  Market  St. 


EB-1  and  EB-2  Demolition 
COMMENT 

» 

"No  explanation  is  provided  for  why  two  buildings  on  the  EB.2  site  (a  former 
fire  station  and  an  undefined  retail  store)  are  to  be  preserved  while  the 
other  significant  buildings  are  planned  for  demolition." 

"Page  49.    This  section  should  not  indicate  that  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel 
(EBII),  or  the  Williams  Building  (EB.2)  will  probably  be  demolished.  These 
buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  the 
Williams  Building  is  on  the  Planning  Commission's  list  of  Significant 
Buildings  in  the  C-3  Zoning  District.    This  probability  has  not  been  agreed  to 
by  the  Advisory  Council  for  Historic  Preservation  or  the  Planning  Coimiission, 
and  therefore  should  not  be  described  as  a  part  of  the  existing  environmental 
setting  for  the  proposed  project,  as  if  the  proposed  demolition  is  a  foregone 
conclusion."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 
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RESPONSE 

The  former  fire  station  and  retail  building  were  preserved  for  economic 
reasons;  they  are  in  good  condition  and  suitable  for  continued  use. 

The  following  sentences  are  substituted  for  the  third  sentence  of  the 
third  full  paragraph  on  p.  49. 

The  block  has  approximately  34,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  of  which  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  to  make  93%  available  for  new 
construction.    The  bulk  of  this  lot  has  been  cleared  due  to  past 
demolition.    The  remaining  buildings  on  EB-1  including  the  Jessie  St, 
Hotel,  are  proposed  for  demolition. 

"The  Williams  Building,"  has  been  added  to  the  first  line  on  p.  50, 
between  "a  nine-story  former  office  building"  and  "a  two-story..." 


Visual  Prominence  of  the  Williams  Bldg. 
COMMENT 

"On  page  62,  ...there  is  no  mention  of  the  visually  prominent  corner  Williams 
Building  in  East  Block  2,  which  could  and  should  be  described  similar  to  that 
of  the  Mercantile  Building,  because  it  has  a  similar  aesthetic  prominance  and 
significance  to  that  corner."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  Williams  Building  is  a  visual  focal  point  on  EB-2.    The  sentence  in 
the  eleventh  and  twelfth  lines  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  62  is  changed 
to  read:    "The  brick  facades  of  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  (CB-l)  and  the 
Williams  Bldg.  (EB-2)  also  stand  isolated  from  other  buildings  in  the 
area."    The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  the  first  full 
paragraph  on  p.  63:    "An  exception  to  this  is  the  Williams  Building  at  the 
southeast  corner  of  Mission  and  Third  Streets,  which  presents  a  prominent 
brick  facade  similar  to  that  of  the  Mercantile  Building." 


Feasibility  of  Rehabilitation 
COMMENTS 

"On  page  201,  there  is  a  brief  mention  that  HUD  has  determined  that  the 
rehabilitation  of  the  Williams  Building,  the  Blumenthal  Building  and  the 
Jessie  Street  Hotel  is  infeasible.    There  is  no  documentation  provided  for 
this  finding.    There  is  no  explanation  for  why  HUD  is  making  this 
determination  in  lieu  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  we  are  quite  confident 
that  we  may  be  able  to  provide  much  more  technical  advice  so  that  you  would 
give  more  serious  consideration  at  least  to  the  preservation  of  the  Williams 
Building.    Because  I  have  read  the  structural  engineer's  report  on  that 
building,  the  estimates  of  costs  for  rehabilitation  of  the  building  were  made 
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prior  to  the  eligibility  of  the  rehabilitation  work  for  substantial  tax 
benefits  for  rehabilitation,  which  I  believe  could  very  easily  make  it  an 
economically  viable  to  rehabilitate  rather  than  to  replace.    ..We  believe  that 
the  code  enforcement  and  rehabilitation  work  for  the  Williams  Building, 
particularly  on  a  site  that  is  tucked  completely  in  the  corner  of  a  much 
larger  property,  could  easily  be  integrated  into  the  overall  plan  for 
East  Block  2." 

"Feasibility  studies  done  for  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel  and  the  Williams 
Building  do  not  support  this  conclusion,  even  though  they  were  completed  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981.    This  Act  provides 
substantial  new  tax  incentives  for  rehabilitation  of  historic  buildings,  and 
is  likely  to  change  any  evaluation  of  economic  feasibility  for  such 
rehabi 1 itation. 

"Furthermore,  the  feasibility  of  structurally  rehabilitating  the  Williams 
Building  has  been  demonstrated,  by  example,  in  the  Merchantile  Building  across 
the  corner,  and  the  way  in  which  the  allowable  zoning  and  development  rights 
for  these  blocks  is  packaged,  could  make  an  otherwise  infeasible  restoration 
project  economically  attractive  to  a  private  developer."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  has  the  primary 
responsibility  for  historic  preservation  within  YBC  under  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA).    The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD 
concurred  on  the  financial  infeasibility  of  rehabilitating  the  Williams 
and  Blumenthal  Buildings,  and  the  Jessie  Hotel  in  November,  1980.    A  new 
feasibility  study  of  the  Williams  Bldg.  will  be  made.    A  development 
potential  study  for  the  rest  of  EB-1,  assuming  retention  of  the  Jessie 
Hotel,  will  also  be  made. 

The  last  sentence  on  p.  201  is  changed  as  follows: 

Based  on  feasibility  studies  prepared  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  for 
the  November,  1980,  Draft  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  HUD  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  consider  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Williams  and 
Blumenthal  Buildings,  and  the  Jessie  Hotel,  as  a  group,  to  be 
economically  infeasible.    A  new  feasibility  study  for  the 
Williams  Bldg.  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  February,  1983. 

City  Pol icies 

COMMENTS 

"Page  97.    The  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  section  is  incomplete  in  many 
ways:    It  does  not  mention  Planning  Commission  resolutions  8600  or  9240 
establishing  specific  policies  for  preservation  of  landmarks  and 
architecturally  or  historically  significant  buildings,  and  the  effect  of  these 
policies  on  the  proposed  plan." 
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"Page  115.    The  Land  Use  and  Zoning  Section  does  not  mention  how  the  proposal 
relates  or  conforms  to  the  City  Comprehensive  Plan.    Heritage  believes  that 
proposals  to  allow  demolition  of  the  remaining  significant  buildings  in  the 
project  area  may  be  in  conflict  with  the  Urban  Design  Policies  of  the  Plan." 
(H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600  establishes  a  list  of 
historic  and  architecturally  significant  buildings  in  San  Francisco; 
Resolution  No.  9240,  reaffirms  the  City  Planning  Commission's  concern  for 
preserving  these  buildings.    The  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the 
Redevelopment  Project  areas  under  its  jurisdiction,  are  not  directly  bound 
by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolutions  and  policies.    The  policies  are 
relevant,  however,  as  guidelines.    The  parenthetical  phrase  "(City 
Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600)"  is  inserted  between  the  words, 
"Downtown"  and  "to"  in  the  fourth  line  of  text  on  p.  100  of  the  EIR.  The 
following  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  100: 

City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9240  asserted  the  Planning 
Director's  intent  to  recommend  denial  of  projects  that  would  result 
in  the  destruction  of  any  building  on  the  list.    While  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  is  not  bound  by  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolutions  and  policies,  those  policies  do  serve  as  guidelines  for 
historic  preservation. 


Memorandum  of  Agreement 
COMMENTS 

"Footnote***,  page  99,  and  the  description  on  page  100  indicate  that  the  GSA 
Building  has  been  determined  ineligible  for  the  National  Register  by  the 
Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer.    This  should  be  clarified.    Only  the 
National  Park  Service  National  Register  staff  can  finally  determine 
eligibility  or  ineligibility  for  the  National  Register.    The  findings  of  the 
GSA  and  SHPO  are  only  opinions  or  advice  to  the  NPS,  which  are  subject  to 
challenge  or  appeal  to  the  NPS  by  other  parties.    Therefore,  this  should  be 
changed  to  indicate  that  it  is  the  opi nion  of  the  staff  of  the  GSA  and  SHPO 
that  the  GSA  Building  is  ineligible  for  the  National  Register  until  such  time 
as  the  National  Park  Service  has  made  a  final  determination  of  eligibility." 

"This  section  should  also  mention  the  specific  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  with  the  Advisory  Council  which  requires  rehabilitation  of 
significant  buildings  (such  as  the  Jessie  Street  Substation),  according  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation." 

"On  page  97,  ...there  are  two  sections  dealing  with  the  historic  resources, 
and  the  archeological  and  historic  impacts  that  are  inadequate  for  a  number  of 
reasons...  They  do  not  explain  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency's  and 
HUD's  obligation  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966.    They  do  not  mention,  except  for  briefly  on  page  202  that  the 
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Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  has  not  agreed  to  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  or  Agreement  with  the  Agency  or  with  HUD  concerning  East  Block  1 
and  East  Block  2,  which  have  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel,  other  significant 
buildings  and  particularly  the  Williams  Building." 

"Lack  of  concurrence  between  the  SFRA,  HUD  and  the  Advisory  Council  over  these 
matters  could  substantially  delay  or  jeopardize  the  federal  funding  for  the 
YBC  project." 

"Page  200-04.    The  Archaeological  and  Historic  Impacts  section  needs  to  be 
expanded  to  include  discussion  of  the  following:    The  responsibilities  of  the 
SFRA  and  HUD  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended, 
particularly  Section  106;  The  discussion  of  the  Advisory  Council  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  on  page  202  should  be  expanded  to  indicate  that  agreement  has  not 
been  reached  with  the  Council  regarding  the  historic  and  architectural 
resources  in  EB.l  or  2,  or  the  areas  not  included  in  Heritage's  original 
survey." 

"The  document  should  disclose  the  views  of  the  staffs  of  the  Advisory  Council 
and  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  regarding  the  preservation  of  the 
buildings,  subject  to  the  proposed  MOA  that  has  not  been  agreed  to." 
(H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

If  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  HUD,  and  the  Advisory  Council  cannot  agree  on 
the  historic  structures  in  YBC,  HUD,  as  the  lead  agency,  is  required  under 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  to  take  the 
Advisory  Council's  comments  into  account  before  reaching  a  final  decision 
on  the  project.    When  such  a  decision  is  reached,  HUD  must  submit  a 
written  report  to  the  Advisory  Council.    This  report  must  describe  HUD's 
actions  in  response  to  the  Council's  comments.  Redevelopment  Agency 
actions,  and  the  effects  of  these  actions  on  the  National  Register  or 
eligible  properties.    Submitting  this  report  to  the  Advisory  Council 
fulfills  HUD's  responsibility  under  Section  106  of  the  Act.    Lack  of 
concurrence  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  HUD  and  the  Advisory  Council 
would  not  affect  funding,  although  it  could  delay  Redevelopment  Agency 
approval  of  any  portion  of  the  project  that  would  affect  the  disputed 
significant  structure. 

The  Advisory  Council,  HUD,  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  have 
signed  (June  8,  1982)  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  on  most  National  Register 
or  eligible  buildings.    The  Jessie  Hotel  and  the  Williams  Bldg.  currently 
are  the  only  two  buildings  in  YBC  on  which  concurrence  has  not  yet  been 
reached. 

The  terms  of  the  June  8,  1982,  Memorandum  of  Agrement  are  summarized 
below,  and  are  inserted  on  p.  100  of  the  Archaeologic  and  Historic 
Resources  Setting  Section,  after  the  first  full  paragraph: 
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A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  on  historic  structures  in  YBC  was  signed  on 
June  8,  1982.    This  agreement  does  not  include  the  Williams  Bldg.  or 
the  Jessie  Hotel,  but  does  include  all  National  Register  structures 
on  CB-1  and  the  Salvation  Army  Bldg.    The  agreement  stipulates  that 
the  design  of  projects  on  CB-1  between  Jessie  and  Mission  Sts.  would 
be  reviewed  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  for  compatibility  with 
adjacent  historic  structures.    Rehabilitation  of  National  Register  or 
eligible  buildings  in  YBC  must  be  undertaken  in  compliance  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and 
Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings.    In  addition,  the 
Agreement  requires  recording  and  photographing  National  Register  or 
eligible  properties  prior  to  alteration  or  demolition  so  that  there 
would  be  a  permanent  record  of  their  history  and  appearance. 

The  following  is  inserted  as  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  201: 

The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD),  as  the  funding 
agency  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA),  functions  as 
the  lead  agency  with  respect  to  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended.    HUD  follows  procedures  detailed  in  the  Act 
when  considering  the  proposed  demolition  of  a  structure  on  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.    If  HUD  finds 
no  effects,  it  notifies  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  for  his  concurrence.    If  either  HUD  or  the  SHPO  finds  an 
adverse  effect,  HUD  could  then  appeal  to  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  (ACHP).    If  the  ACHP  concurs  with  HUD,  the 
project  could  proceed. 

If  the  ACHP  finds  adverse  effects,  then  HUD,  the  SHPO,  and  the  ACHP 
would  work  together  to  reach  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA).  If 
they  cannot  agree,  the  ACHP  may  comment  to  HUD  on  its  findings.  HUD 
must  then  take  these  comments  into  account  in  making  a  final  decision 
on  the  project,  and  respond  to  the  ACHP  on  how  its  decision  affects 
the  National  Register  or  eligible  properties. 

The  following  is  added  to  line  3,  p.  202,  to  clarify  the  discussion  of  the 
"Memorandum  of  Agreement":    "Agreement  has  been  reached  on  the 
preservation  of  historic  structures  on  CB-1  and  SB-1.    There  is  still 
disagreement  over  the  preservation  of  certain  structures  on  EB-1  and  EB-2." 

On  June  8,  1982  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  was  signed  regarding  most 
of  the  buildings  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  The 
Williams  Building  and  Jessie  St.  Hotel  are  discussed  and  specifically 
excluded  from  the  terms  of  the  agreement.    Buildings  not  specifically 
mentioned  in  the  agreement  are  considered  not  to  be  of  historic  or 
architectural  importance  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  or 
HUD.    Two  buildings  are  specifically  mentioned  in  the  MOA  as  being  the 
subject  of  further  consultation  between  HUD,  the  SHPO,  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation:    The  Williams  Bldg.  and  the 
Jessie  Hotel.    Both  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (National  Register).    When  specific  action  is  proposed  for 
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these  two  buildings,  HUD  will  request  comments  of  the  Advisory  Council,  in 
accordance  with  the  Council's  regulations.    The  Advisory  Council  has  not 
yet  been  consulted  on  this  matter.    Buildings  not  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  MOA  would  not  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Advisory  Council,  unless 
disposition  of  the  buildings  under  the  MOA  is  appealed  by  the  public  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.    The  terms  of  the  signed  MOA  (June  8,  1982) 
have  been  added  to  the  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  Impacts  section 
as  follows.    The  first  full  paragraph  (now  the  second  full  paragraph)  on 
p.  201  has  been  deleted  and  replaced  by  the  following: 

In  June  1982  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  ratified  a 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  relative  to  protection  of  historic  and 
cultural  properties/3/,  stating  that  the  project  could  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  the  following  buildings,  either  on  or  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places: 

1.  The  Aronson  Historic  District  (comprised  of  593  and 
710  Mission  St.  and  87  Third  St.): 

2.  St.  Patrick's  Church  (748  Mission  St.); 

3.  The  Jessie  Hotel  (179-181  Jessie  St.); 

4.  The  Jessie  St.  Substation  (222-226  Jessie  St.);  and 

5.  The  Salvation  Army  Bldg.  (360  Fourth  St.). 

The  MOA  placed  conditions  to  avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  effects  on 
these  strucutres.    These  conditions  include:    State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  review  of  conceptual  design  drawings  for 
that  portion  of  the  project  bounded  by  Jessie,  Third,  Mission,  and 
Fourth  Sts.;  recording  of  National  Register  or  eligible  properties 
prior  to  demolition  to  provide  a  permanent  record  of  their  history 
and  present  appearance;  and  rehabilitation  of  National  Register  or 
eligible  buildings  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Guidelines.    The  MOA  specifically  excludes  the  Williams  Bldg.  and 
Jessie  Hotel  from  the  Agreement,  because  the  SHPO,  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation,  and  HUD  have  not  reached  agreement  on 
them.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  will  undertake  a  feasibility  study  of 
rehabilitating  the  Williams  Bldg.,  and  a  development  potential  study 
of  the  Jessie  Hotel  site  (which  will  consider  retention  of  the 
Jessie  Hotel).    At  such  time  that  specific  action  is  proposed  on 
these  buidings,  HUD  will  request  comments  of  the  Advisory  Council  in 
accordance  with  Council  regulations.    All  buildings  not  covered  in 
the  MOA,  and  not  already  declared  on  or  eligible  for  the  National 
Register,  are  not  considered  by  the  SHPO  or  HUD  as  historically  or 
architecturally  significant  buildings. 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  and  the  GSA  have  agreed 
that  the  GSA  Building  should  not  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (National  Register)  (see  Footnote  ***  in  Table  10,  p.  99, 
of  the  EIR). 
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The  final  paragraph  on  p.  20  and  the  first  sentence  on  p.  202  are  deleted. 


Views  of  Historic  Buildings  along  Market  and  New  Montgomery  Sts. 
COMMENTS 

"The  effect  of  new  development  guidelines  on  the  views  of  existing  significant 
buildings  in  or  near  the  project  boundaries,  especially  the  Pacific  Telephone 
and  Telegraph  Building  on  New  Montgomery,  and  landmarks  on  Market  St.  [should 
be  discussed]." 

"Page  63.    The  discussion  of  the  views  along  Market  should  mention  that  this 
corner  of  Grant,  O'Farrell  and  Market  Streets  includes  one  of  the  most 
significant  ensembles  of  architecture  in  downtown  San  Francisco,  and  that  the 
environmental  setting  includes  several  prominent  views  of  the  Humboldt  Bank 
Building,  the  Wells  Fargo  Building,  the  Phelan  Building  and  Security  Pacific 
Bank.    All  are  City  Landmarks  and  are  rated  'A'  in  Splendid  Survivors." 

"On  page  63,  [there  is]  no  mention  of  the  prominent  landmark  buildings  and 
others  that  are  quite  significant,  including  the  Humboldt  Bank,  the  Phelan 
Building,  the  Wells  Fargo  Bank,  as  well  as  the  potentially  historic  district 
along  this  area." 

"The  potential  effects  of  the  proposal  on  the  important  views  of  the  Pacific 
Telephone  and  Telegraph  Building  on  New  Montgomery,  especially  of  development 
in  EB.2,  the  views  of  the  Humboldt  Bank  from  development  on  CB.l,  and  the 
relationship  of  the  design  of  CB-1  to  the  cluster  of  landmarks  and  significant 
buildings  on  Market  and  Grant  Streets,  should  be  described  in  more  detail." 

"These  two  sections  [Historic  and  Archeologic  Aspects  Setting  and  Impacts]  do 
not  mention  the  potential  adverse  impact  of  the  development  on  East  Block  2, 
particularly  the  potential  impacts  on  the  views  of  the  Pacific  Telephone 
Company  building,  which  is  A-rated."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

Views  of  these  historic  structures  are  generally  described  in  the  Visual 
Aspects  Setting  section,  pp.  62-65  of  the  EIR.    Specific  mention  of  these 
buildings  and  potential  impacts  on  views  of  them,  is  added  to  the 
Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  Impact  section  on  p.  203,  ninth  line  of 
the  second  paragraph,  the  following  sentence  is  inserted  before  the  word, 
"Following":    "It  could  also  diminish  views  from  YBC  of  the  copper  dome  of 
the  historic  Humboldt  Bank  Bldg.  on  Market  St.    Views  from  YBC  of  other 
nearby  historic  buildings  along  Market  St.  (the  Wells  Fargo  Bank  Bldg., 
the  Phelan  Bldg.  and  the  Security  Pacific  Bank  Bldg.)  would  also  be 
affected."    On  p.  203,  the  following  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  first 
paragraph:    "High-rise  development  on  EB-1  and  EB-2  could  diminish  views 
from  YBC  of  the  "A"-rated  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Building  on  New 
Montgomery  St. " 
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The  Visual  Aspects  section  is  concerned  with  the  general  visual  appearance 
of  and  view  from,  various  parts  of  the  YBC  area.    The  following  is  added 
after  the  end  of  the  first  sentence  on  p.  64  of  the  EIR  to  include  views 
of  the  architecturally  significant  buildings  at  or  near  the  intersection 
of  Grant,  O'Farrell,  and  Market  Street:    "This  intersection  includes 
prominent  northwest  views  of  an  important  assemblage  of  architecture  in 
Downtown,  including  the  Humboldt  Bank  Bldg.,  the  Wells  Frago  Bldg.,  the 
Phelan  Bldg.  and  the  Security  Pacific  Bank.,  all  City  Landmarks  and  rated 
'A'  in  Heritage's  Splendid  Survivors." 


Mitigation  of  the  Loss  of  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings 
COMMENTS 

"Inadequate  consideration  [is]  given  to  alternatives  (or  sub-alternatives) 
that  would  minimize  impacts  to  architectural  resources  and  views." 

"Alternatives  that  would  minimize  or  mitigate  such  impacts-  are  not  mentioned 
in  the  summary." 

"Inadequate  measures  [are  provided]  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  architectural 
resources. " 

"The  alternatives  of  preserving  some  of  these  buildings  or  those  that  are 
remaining  that  could  be  preserved  are  not  clearly  discussed  or  even  reviewed 
in  the  document.    ...There  are  clearly,  ...other  buildings  that  could  be 
preserved  and  are  worthy  of  preservation." 

"It  should  also  consider  providing  some  mitigation  measures  for  preserving  the 
views  of  the  key  buildings  on  Market  Street,  and  the  Pacific  Telephone 
Building." 

"Page  205-21.    This  section  is  very  inadequate.    There  is  little  or  no 
discussion  of  mitigating  the  loss  of  architecturally  significant  resources 
(e.g.,  the  GSA  Building  and  others  on  EB.l).    Restoring  the  remaining 
significant  buildings  mentioned  in  our  cover  letter  should  be  considered 
mitigation  for  the  loss  of  these  resources. . .Other  mitigation  measures  should 
be  included  to  protect  views  of  significant  bildings  surrounding  the  project 
area." 

"We  strongly  urge  you  to  save  the  following  buildings;  to  integrate  them  into 
the  plan  as  attractively  and  usefully  as  those  mentioned  above;  and  to 
recognize  their  importance  for  maintaining  a  sense  of  variety  and  continuity 
with  the  past  and  the  rest  of  the  downtown.    Retaining  the  few  remaining 
significant  buildings  will  be  extremely  important  to  the  creation  of  the  image 
and  identity  for  YBC  that  the  developers  (the  Rouse  Company)  and  your  own 
Urban  Design  Advisory  Committee  have  indicated  is  so  important  to  the 
financial  success  of  the  overall  project. 
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"At  a  minimum,  the  following  buildings  should  be  preserved: 

0      The  Williams  Building  (B) 

0      The  Jessie  Street  Hotel  (Eligible  for  the  National  Register) 

0      667  Howard  Street  -  the  Sharon  Estate  Co.  Building  (B) 

0      608  Folsom  -  the  Louis  Lurie  Building  (B)" 

"It  does  not  mention  the  advice  obtained  from  your  own  Urban  Design  Advisory 
Task  Force,  which,  to  my  knowledge,  recommended  the  preservation  of  the 
Williams  Building." 

"We  would  very  much  appreciate  your  serious  consideration  of  saving  the 
667  Howard  Street  building  by  Trobridge  and  Livingston,  the  architects,  which 
is  the  Howard  Scharm  Building,  and  the  608  Folsom  Street  Building,  the  Louie 
Lurie  Building  designed  in  1922  by  the  O'Brien  brothers.    ...Both  of  these 
buildings  we  consider  to  be  rated  B  and  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places." 

"We  believe  that  the  preservation  of  the  Williams  building  should  be 
considered  a  mitigation  measure  for  the  potential  loss  of  some  of  the  other 
buildings  like  GSA  building  at  49  Fourth  Street,  and  others  listed  that  we 
realize  are  in  much  poorer  condition,  and  probably  less  feasible  for 
rehabilitation."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  205  of  the  EIR  is  intended  to  protect 
views  of  architecturally  and  historically  significant  buildings  to  be 
preserved  on  CB-1.    It  is  expanded  to  include  views  of  architecturally  and 
historically  significant  buildings  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  by  deleting  the  words,  "on  CB-1  (Assessor's 
Block  3706),"  in  the  fourth  line  of  the  mitigation  measure.    This  measure 
is  moved  to  be  under  the  subheading,  "SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES,"  on 
p.  206. 

In  addition,  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  are  added  to  the 
Mitigation  Section;  p.  221,  under  a  new  heading  entitled  "ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND 
HISTORIC  ASPECTS,"  as  follows. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  follow  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  concerning  Historic  buildings  in  YBC,  signed  June  3,  1982. 
This  agreement  contains  the  following  conditions: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  establish  a  "design  review  area" 
on  the  portion  of  YBC  bounded  by  Jessie,  Third,  Mission,  and 
Fourth  Sts.    The  design  of  any  project  proposed  for  this  area 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  for 
compatibility  with  adjacent  historic  structures  based  on  scale. 
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bulk,  use  of  material,  texture,  and  rhythm.    A  second  "design 
review  area"  would  be  designated  for  the  northerly  150  ft.  of 
the  block  between  Mission,  Third,  Howard,  and  Fourth  Sts., 
within  which  the  design  of  proposed  structures  would  be  reviewed 
for  compatibility  of  facade  design  with  adjacent  historic 
structures. 

Rehabilitation  of  buildings  in  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  would  be  carried  out  according  to  the 
recommended  treatment  in  "The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  of  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating 
Historic  Buildings." 

Prior  to  demolition  or  alteration  of  properties  within  YBC  on  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register,  the  history  and  present 
appearance  of  these  buildings  will  be  permanently  recorded  as 
determined  by  the  National  Architectural  and  Engineering  Record 
(NAER).    All  documentation  would  be  accepted  by  NAER,  and  the 
Advisory  Council  notified  of  its  acceptance,  before  any 
demolition  or  alterations  of  the  historic  buildings  could 
begin.    Copies  of  this  documentation  would  be  provided  to  the 
SHPO. 

If  any  of  the  above  terms  of  the  MOA  cannot  be  carried  out,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  not  take  any  action  that  would 
adversely  impact  any  properties  in  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the 
National  Register. 

The  following  additional  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  the  Mitigation 
section  after  those  listed  above: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  preserving  the  Williams  Bldg. 
as  part  of  the  Aronson  Historic  District. 

The  following  summaries  of -these  mitigation  measures  are  added  to  the 
summary  section,  at  the  bottom  of  p.  S-18. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  preserving  the  Williams  Bldg. 
as  part  of  the  Aronson  Historic  District. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  the  designs  of  new  buildings 
in  relation  to  the  scale  of  historic  buildings  proposed  for 
preservation  within  and  outside  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  follow  all  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  (MOA),  signed  June  8,  1982,  concerning  historic  structures 
in  YBC. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


Applicability  of  Alternatives  C  and  D 
COMMENTS 

"I  call  to  the  public's  attention  that  two  alternatives  that  are  included,  C 
and  D,  are  irrelevant  since  neither  includes  the  already  existing  Convention 
Center. " 

"The  alternatives  included  in  the  EIR  are  not  any  true  alternatives." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

Although  alternatives  C  and  D  cannot  be  implemented  as  proposed,  they  are 
useful  for  the  purposes  of  environmental  comparison.    The  Alternatives 
were  developed  for  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  to  represent  a  ra-nge  of  possible 
development  densities,  rather  than  exact  implementable  plans.  Alternative 
D  was  the  "no  project"  alternative,  and  Alternative  C  the  "low  density" 
alternative.    These  alternatives  meet  CEQA's  criteria  for  comparative 
project  alternatives  (CEQA)  Section  15143(d)  and  have  been  retained  from 
the  YBC  FEIR  because  this  document  is  a  Supplement.    Although  the 
Convention  Center  has  been  built,  land  disposition  and  development 
agreements  have  not  been  issued  for  many  other  blocks  in  YBC.    The  uses 
proposed  for  these  blocks  under  Alternatives  C  and  D  are,  therefore,  still 
relevant.    See  p.  20  of  the  EIR  Supplement  for  a  more  detailed  discussion 
of  the  usefulness  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 


Public  Interest  Plan 
COMMENTS 

"[The  EIR]  does  not  include  my  Public  Interest  Plan  for  Yerba  Buena,  even 
though  I  am  the  originator  of  the  plan  from  which  the  current  plans  developed 
and  even  though  I  made  known  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  such  a  plan  was 
in  existence  and  available  for  inclusion  and  comparison  in  the  EIR." 

"My  Public  Interest  Plan  [should  be  included]  as  an  EIR  Alternative.  The 
SFRA's  Main  Program  and  my  Public  Interest  Plan  [should  be  compared], 
including  a  comparison  of  public  costs,  income  and  non-monetary  benefits." 

"The  SFRA  Plan's  public  costs  and  financial  return  would  at  last  be  revealed 
to  the  public  [if  a  comparison  were  made  with  my  Public  Interest  Plan]." 

"The  public  benefits  in  my  plan  would  include  the  following  categories:  open 
space,  cultural  buildings,  affordable  housing  South  of  Market,  and  money  for 
neighborhood  programs  South  of  Market.    The  Agency  plan  only  includes  open 
space  and  cultural  buildings." 
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"Under  affordable  housing,  in  my  plan,  we  would  produce  enough  income  out  of 
the  project  to  build  or  rehabilitate  800  units  of  affordable  housing.  That's 
a  $30  million  plan.    In  the  Agency's,  no  affordable  housing  and  thus  no  value." 

"Open  space.    My  plan  has  500,000  square  feet  of  open  space,  a  value  of 
approximately  $10  million.    The  Agency's  plan  has  450,000  square  feet  of  open 
space  whose  value  is  unspecified  and  thus  unknown." 

"Cultural  buildings.    My  plan  has  a  hundred  thousand  square  feet  of  cultural 
buildings,  which  is  worth  about  $15  million  in  value.    The  200,000  square  feet 
for  an  art  museum  would  be  excluded.    The  Agency  plan  has  140,000  square  feet 
of  cultural  buildings,  the  value  of  which  is  unstated.    And  they  do  appear  to 
include  in  the  EIR,  at  least,  an  art  museum  of  200,000  square  feet." 

"In  terms  of  traffic  and  transit,  my  plan  would  be  workable.    Because  we  have 
fewer  offices,  more  nighttime  and  weekend  uses,  and  a  double  usage  of  the 
existing  parking  of  which  there  is  3,500  spaces  right  across  the  street  from 
this  project." 

"The  Agency's  plan  would  overwhelm  traffic  and  transit,  because  they  provide 
more  office  buildings,  more  daytime  and  weekday  uses,  and  construction  of  new 
parking."    (Richard  Gryziec) 


Mr.  Gryziec' s  "Public  Interest  Plan,"  on  file  with  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  as  of  August  2,  1982,  consists  of  the  uses  listed  below  for  YBC: 


RESPONSE 


Use 


Floor  Area  (Sq.  Ft.) 


Central  Block  1 


Pedestrian  Mall 
St.  Patrick's  Park 
Museum 
Hotel 

Office  Building 
Mini-Department  Store 
Restaurants 
Record  Store/Cafe 


20,000 


25,000 
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Use 


Floor  Area  (Sq.  Ft.) 


Central  Block  2 


Open  Space  and  Gardens 
Theatre 

Exhibit  Galleries 


22,500 
30,000 


Studios 

Gourmet  Market 

Carrousel,  Amusements 

Circus 

Nightclub 

Cinemas 

Dining  Places  15,000 
Box  Office  1,000 

Central  Block  3  (On  the  Roof  of  the  Convention  Center) 


Plaza  with  Outdoor  Performance  Areas 

Cabaret  Theatre 

Small  Clubs 

Cinema 

Restaurants 

Shops 

Children's  Theatre  7,500 
Children's  Entertainment  and  Amusements 

Eastern  Block  2  and  Southern  Block  3 

Mid-Income  Housing 
Housing/Retail  Parking 
Neighborhood-Serving  Retail 

These  uses  are  compared  in  the  table  below  with  those  proposed  under 
Alternative  C,  the  low-intensity  alternative,  and  with  those  for  the  Main 
Program. 

This  table  shows  that  the  use  densities  proposed  in  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan 
generally  fall  within  the  range  of  the  densities  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
First  Supplement  and  Second  Supplement.    In  specific,  almost  all  of 
Mr.  Gryziec's  proposed  uses  fall  between  ranges  analyzed  for  the  Main 
Program  and  Alternative  C.    In  order  to  facilitate  the  comparison,  uses  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  are  categorized.    For  example,  "Carrousel," 
"Amusements,"  "Circus,"  "Nightclubs"  and  "Cinemas"  all  have  been 
categorized  as  "Commercial  Entertainment."    Where  the  uses  of 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  fit  into  categories  used  in  the  EIR  (see  Table  2, 
pp.  35-37)  those  categories  are  preserved  in  the  table  below.  New 
categories  were  made  where  uses  in  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  did  not  fit  an  EIR 
category,  for  example,  "Mid-Income  Housing."    Since  not  all  uses  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  have  defined  floor  areas,  an  "x"  in  the  table  indicates 
the  inclusion  of  an  unspecified  amount  of  the  use  listed. 
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Use 

Central  Block  1 

Cultural 
Hotel 

Institutional 
Market-Rate 

Dwelling  Units 
Office 
Pedestrian 

Concourse 

or  Plaza 
Accessory  Parking 
Retail  Commercial 

Central  Block  2 

Commerci  al 

Entertainment 
Cultural 

Exhibit/Ballroom 

Space 
Park  (Public)  or 

Plaza 
Pedestrian 

Concourse  or 

Plaza 
Accessory  Parking 
Retail  Commercial 

Central  Block  3 

Commercial 

Entertainment 
Convention 

Faci 1 ity 
Cultural 

Park  (Public)  or 

Plaza 
Retail  Commercial 


Mr.  Gryziec's 
Plan 


25,000 
X 

Church  &  Rectory 

-0- 

X 


X 

-0- 

20,000  +  X 


23,500  +  X 
30,000 
X 


-0- 
-0- 

X 


650,000 
7,500  +  X 

X 
X 


Alternative  C     Main  Program 


-0-  10,000 

-0-  2,200  rooms 

Church  &  Rectory    Church  &  Rectory 


200  DUs 
702,000 


81,000 
-0- 

123,000 


-0- 
-0- 

-0- 

454,000 


-0- 
-0- 
-0- 


-0- 

-0- 
-0- 

454,000 
-0- 


500  DUs 
590,000 


71,000 

950  spaces 
200,000 


135,000 
120,000 

100,000 

173,000 


99,000 
1,500  spaces 
90,000 


120,000 

650,000 
10,000 

8,000 
30,000 


(Continued) 
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Mr.  Gryziec's 

Use   Pl_an   Alternative  C     Main  Program 


Eastern  Block  2 

Cultural  -0- 
Market-Rate 

Dwelling  Units  X 

Mid- Income  Housing  X 

Office  X 

Accessory  Parking  X 

Retail  Commercial  X 

Southern  Block  3 


Light  Industry  -0- 
Market-Rate 

Dwelling  Units  X 

Office  -0- 
Accessory  Parking  X 
Retail  Commercial  X 


-0- 


200,000 


300  DUs 
-0- 

177,500 
-0- 

43,500 


300  DUs 
-0- 

700,000 
500  spaces 
10,000 


99,200 

-0- 

12,000 
32  spaces 
35,300 


49,200 

650  DUs 
12,000 

-0- 
29,600 


The  table  shows  that,  in  general,  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  includes  uses  similar 
to  those  for  the  Main  Program  on  all  of  the  blocks  included  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan.    In  addition,  the  table  shows  that  the  uses  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  tend  to  fall  within  the  range  of  uses  analyzed  for 
Alternative  C  (low-intensity)  and  the  Main  Program  (greater  intensity). 

The  exceptions  to  these  general  observations  are: 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  no  market-rate  dwelling  units  on  CB-1. 
Neither  Alternative  A  nor  Alternative  D  included  any  housing  on  CB-1, 
so  this  aspect  of  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  been  analyzed. 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  no  office  or  light  industrial  uses  on  SB-3. 
Both  the  office  space  and  the  light  industrial  space  on  SB-3  under 
the  Main  Program  are  active  existing  uses.    Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  would 
either  have  to  demolish  and  relocate  these  uses  or  include  them. 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  includes  more  cultural  space  on  CB-1  than  do 
either  the  Main  Program  or  Alternative  C. 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  mid-income  housing  on  EB-2;  neither  the  Main 
Program  nor  Alternative  C  have  any. 

Assuming  that  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  would  include  the  existing  office  and 
light  industrial  uses  on  SB-3,  its  only  environmentally  unanalyzed  uses 
would  be  15,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space  on  CB-1  and  an  unspecified 
amount  of  "mid-income  housing"  on  EB-2.    The  difference  in  environmental 
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impact  between  these  uses,  and  the  cultural  uses  and  housing  already 
analyzed  for  CB-1  and  EB-2,  would  not  be  great  enough  to  justify  their 
treatment  as  part  of  an  additional  new  alternative  for  all  of  YBC. 

The  financial  information  requested  cannot  be  released  and  analyzed  at 
this  time  for  reasons  listed  in  the  Response  for  Public  Cost  vs.  Public 
Benefit,  p.  C&R-72,    Economic  information  for  the  "Gardens"  portion  of  the 
Main  Program  will  be  released  to  the  public  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
negotiations  between  the  developer  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  prior 
to  the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  land  disposition  and  development 
agreement  (LDA).    The  public  will  have  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  this  information  then,  now  expected  to  occur  sometime  in  1983. 


Alternate  Uses  and  Sizes  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School 
COMMENT 

"Additional  alternate  uses  should  be  analyzed  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School 
site  (Southern  Block  #  4). 

"Analyze  a  range  of  students  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School,  i.e,  300  to  600 
students."    (Commissioner  Blomquist) 

RESPONSE 

Alternate  uses  have  been  considered  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School  site 
(SB-4)  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  and  more  specifically  in  the  First  Supplement. 
Alternative  A  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School  parcel  contained 
88,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industrial  uses  and  130  spaces  of  private  parking; 
Alternative  B,  127,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industry;  Alternative  C, 
136,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industry;  Alternative  D,  136,000  sq.  ft.  of  light 
industry  (First  Supplement,  Table  17,  p.  91).    Existing  light  industrial 
uses,  which  would  remain  after  completion  of  the  Main  Program,  border  the 
proposed  high  school  site  "on  SB-4  on  all  sides.    Light  industrial  uses 
would  also  be  preserved  across  Harrison  St.  and  across  Third  St.  from 
SB-4.    The  most  compatible  alternate  use  for  the  site,  therefore,  is  light 
industry.    This  has  been  analyzed  in  detail  on  pp.  90-129  of  the  First 
Supplement. 

The  analysis  done  in  the  First  Supplement  and  in  this  EIR  for  the  proposed 
private  high  school  (expected  to  be  Bridgemont  High  School)  on  SB-4  was 
based  on  an  assumed  300  students.    The  analysis  has  a  tolerance  range  of 
approximately  10%  (i.e.,  5%  plus  or  minus).    That  is,  if  the  student  body 
were  between  approximately  285  and  315,  the  impacts  would  not  differ 
significantly  from  those  described  in  the  First  Supplement. 

Quantitative  impacts  which  are  dependent  on  the  number  of  students,  such 
as  energy  use,  community  service  requirements,  and  traffic,  would  not 
exceed  those  of  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  C  and  D,  the  highest  intensity 
alternatives  for  SB-4,  for  a  high  school  student  body  of  up  to 
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400  students.  The  constraint  at  400  students  would  be  a  parking  demand;  a 
high  school  of  this  size  would  require  a  number  of  parking  spaces  equal  to 
that  in  Alternatives  C  and  D. 

The  impacts  of  a  private  high  school  containing  more  than  400  students  on 
SB-4  have  not  been  covered  in  either  the  First  Supplement  or  the  Second 
Supplement.    A  school  of  over  400  students  probably  would  not  be 
appropriate  for  the  25,200-sq.-ft.  site.    A  school  of  300  students  on  this 
site  was  projected  to  cover  about  70%  to  80%  of  the  site's  land  area,  and 
have  a  height  of  up  to  40  ft.  (First  Supplement,  p.  90).    A  building  any 
larger  would  leave  little  room  for  parking  or  outdoor  activity  areas,  and 
could  exceed  the  block's  40-ft.  height  limit.    In  addition,  a  school 
building  exceeding  40  ft.  in  height  would  overlook  the  adjacent  elevated 
James  Lick  Freeway  (1-80)  (First  Supplement,  p.  116).    Noise  at  this  level 
would  be  incompatible  with  classroom  activity  (First  Supplement, 
pp.  116-117). 


Individual  Uses  and  Alternatives 


COMMENTS 

"Furthermore,  in  order  to  allow  proper  consideration  of  the  major  proposed 
changes  between  the  existing  Plan,  the  Main  Program,  we  request  specific 
summaries  of  the  transit,  transportation,  parking  and  housing  demand  impacts 
associated  with  each  of  the  individual  uses  below: 

0     340,000  square  feet  of  "cultural"  uses 

0     2,200  hotel  rooms 

0     2,450  (accessory)  plus  800  (public)  parking  spaces 

0     substitution  of  1.2  million  square  feet  of  light  industrial  uses  in  place 
of  1.2  million  square  feet  of  office  uses." 

"Similarly,  please  analyze  the  impacts  of  deletion  of  the  100,000  square  foot 
underground  ballroom,  with  funds  used  instead  for  changing  units  of  market 
rate  housing  to  subsidized  units."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

As  explained  in  the  Response  to  Role  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  all 
elements  of  the  Main  Program  conform  to  the  land  use  guidelines  contained 
in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  Main  Program  has  been  treated  throughout  the  EIR  as  a  single  project 
for  all  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    Because  the  impacts  of 
each  use  interact  with  and  contribute  to  the  impacts  of  adjacent  uses,  a 
complete  analysis  calls  for  looking  at  the  impacts  of  a  built-out  YBC  as  a 
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whole.    Fragmentation  of  the  analysis  would  have  resulted  in  a  bulky  and 
confusing  EIR,  as  well  as  in  a  diminution  of  the  overall  impacts  of  the 
entire  Main  Program.    This  approach  is  consistent  with  Section  15061(e)  of 
the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  which  states,  "All  public  and  private 
activities  or  undertakings  pursuant  to  or  in  furtherance  of  a 
redevelopment  plan  consitute  a  single  project..." 

Transit,  transportation  and  parking  impacts  for  the  individual  uses  listed 
in  the  Comment  above  can  be  inferred  from  data  presented  in  the  EIR. 
Total  person  trips  were  calculated  for  specific  land  use  trip  generation 
factors  shown  in  Table  C-1,  p.  252  of  the  EIR.    Application  of  the  project 
travel  distribution  and  modal  split  percentages  shown  in  the  revised 
Table  C-10,  p.  C-14,  to  the  total  person  trips  generated  by  an  individual 
land  use  yields  the  number  of  trips  from  that  land  use  using  an  auto, 
Muni,  BART,  Sam  Trans,  CalTrans-Southern  Pacific,  A-C  Transit,  Golden  Gate 
Transit  and  walking.    For  example,  340,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  uses  would 
generate  about  17,000  person  trips  per  day,  using  Table  C-1.  Assuming 
that  4%  (680)  of  these  trips  occur  during  the  peak  hour  (YBC  FEIR 
Appendices,  Table  F-4,  p.  65),  applying  Table  C-2  yields  the  following 
peak-hour  trips:    293  auto  trips,  169  Muni  trips,  92  BART  trips,  13 
walking  trips,  7  SamTrans  trips,  29  CalTrans-Southern  Pacific  trips,  48 
A-C  Transit  trips  and  29  Golden  Gate  Transit  trips.    Comparisons  can  be 
made  of  the  relative  transit,  transportation  and  parking  impacts  of 
individual  uses  by  using  this  approach.    For  reasons  outlined  in  the 
Response  to  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity,  p.  C&R-48,  housing  demand  impacts  can 
be  calculated  only  for  office  uses. 

The  proposed  underground  ballroom/exhibit  room  on  CB-2  would  be  operated 
as  part  of  the  1,500-room  hotel  on  CB-1.    This  space  would  function  as 
exhibit  space  and  meeting  rooms.    It  would  also  be  available  for  large 
events.    Replacement  of  this  space  with  subsidized  housing  units  instead 
of  the  ballroom/exhibit  room  would  require  long-term  support  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  which  probably  would  not  be  possible  without 
additional  support  from  public  programs,  few  of  which  currently  exist  (see 
the  Response  under  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in 
YBC-Mitigat ion) .    For  these  reasons,  the  substitution  of  subsidized 
housing  for  the  ball  room/ exhibit  room  has  not  been  analyzed  as  part  of  the 
Main  Program. 

YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  B  and  C  both  include  288  more  subsidized  dwelling 
units  than  does  the  Main  Program,  and  neither  of  them  include  a 
ballroom/exhibit  room  on  CB-2.    Although  these  two  Alternatives  could  not 
now  be  practically  developed,  the  environmental  effects  of  the  trade-off 
suggested  by  the  commentor  have  been  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  (GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS) 


COMMENT 

"General  RE:    Mitigations:    given  the  past  four  years'  practical  experience  of 
all  concerned  since  the  completion  of  the  FEIR  in  1978,  the  Mitigation 
sections  of  the  Supplement  should  be  significantly  upgraded  for  both  practical 
and  effective  mitigations  of  project  impacts.    Failure,  inapplicability,  or 
impractical ity  of  mitigations  proposed  in  1978  should  be  noted  and  revisions 
made  as  needed."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  205  of  the  EIR  states: 
"All  suggested  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  in  the 
First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  that  would  pertain  to  the  uses  proposed  in  this 
Supplement  for  development  of  the  Main  Program  are  summarized  at  the 
beginning  of  each  subsection  and  incorporated  here  by  reference." 
1978  YBC  FEIR  measures  which  are  not  applicable  to  the  currently  proposed 
Main  Program  are  not  included  in  this  Supplement.    Since  the  YBC  FEIR  is  a 
certified  document,  mitigation  measures  listed  there  cannot  be  altered. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission,  when  making  its  findings  as  part  of 
its  approval  of  a  land  disposition  agreement,  can  reject  mitigation 
measures  suggested  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  First  Supplement  and  Second  Supplement 
that  the  Commission  deems  impractical  or  inapplicable  (using  the  procedure 
outlined  in  the  Response  to  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing  West 
of  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-37)^; 


SIGNIFICANT  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS 


COMMENT 

"This  section  [Significant  Unavoidable  Impacts,  pp.  222-224]  fails  to  mention 
the  significant  unavoidable  impacts  on  regional  housing,  on  air  quality  and 
neighborhood  parking,  due  to  proposed  project's  contribution  to  cumulative 
impacts  in  these  areas.    Cost  and  capacity  impacts  on  all  regional  transit 
agencies  should  be  specified  (on  p.  222),  as  should  the  impacts  on  traffic  on 
explicity  specified  transportation  corridors.    The  unavoidable  transportation 
impacts  are  glossed  over  in  a  very  superficial  way'."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

A  new  subheading  is  added  after  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  223  to  read: 

Economics :    Although  it  is  not  possible  to  reliably  project  how 
"affordable"  market-rate  units  in  YBC  could  be  for  the  Main  Program's 
office  employees,  it  is  likely  that  most  Main  Program  employees  would 
not  be  able  to  afford  the  proposed  market-rate  units.    Net  office 
employment  growth  due  to  the  Main  Program  would  result  in  about 
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1,140  to  2,360  new  households  in  San  Francisco.    An  additional  need 
for  about  360  to  750  housing  units  would  be  generated  by  secondary 
employment  associated  with  expenditures  by  Main  Program  employees. 
The  combined  demand  from  office  projects  on  the  cumulative  list  (see 
Appendix  C,  Table  C-8,  revised,  p.  C-7)  and  from  additional  proposed 
office  space  in  the  Main  Program  would  be  for  about  7,800  to 
16,100  units  in  San  Francisco. 

Traffic  generated  by  the  Main  Program  in  1988  would  produce  about 
10.9  tons  per  day  of  carbon  monoxide,  1.0  ton  per  day  of  hydrocarbons, 
1.2  tons  per  day  of  nitrogen  oxides,  0.1  tons  per  day  of  sulfur  oxides  and 
1.6  tons  per  day  of  total  suspended  particulate.    These  emissions  would 
not  in  themselves  cause  the  excedence  of  any  air  quality  standards,  (as  a 
matter  of  fact,  air  quality  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  is  projected  to  be 
better  after  project  build-out  than  it  is  currently,  because  of  the 
anticipated  effects  of  federal-  and  state-mandated  vehicle  emission 
controls),  although  they  would  contribute  additional  pollutants  to  those 
generated  by  other  growth  in  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area.    It  is 
uncertain  whether  or  not  this  could  contribute  to  delaying  attainment  of 
the  objectives  in  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  (see  the  Response  under 
Inclusion  in  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  p.  C&R-135).  Although 
unavoidable,  this  impact  is  not  considered  adverse. 

Cost  and  capacity  impacts  on  regional  transit  agencies  are  discussed  in 
the  Response  to  Costs  of  Capacity  Increases  and  Transit  Funding 
Mitigation,  p.  C&R-113.    For  reasons  discussed  there,  these  impacts  cannot 
reliably  be  quantified.    The  fourth  full  paragraph  on  p.  223  is  revised  as 
follows  to  be  more  specific:    "Muni,  A-C  Transit  and  CalTrans/Southern 
Pacific  would  exceed  their  projected  capacity  (according  to  each  Agency's 
Five-Year  Plan)  during  peak  hours  in  1988  due  to  cumulative  Downtown  San 
Francisco  demand  plus  YBC  Main  Program  demand." 

The  intrusion  of  commuter  parking  into  residential  areas,  and  the 
subsequent  establishment  of  preferential  parking  zones,  was  not  the  result 
solely  of  expanded  office  space  in  the  Downtown,  but  due,  in  part,  to  a 
program  to  limit  the  availability  of  parking  Downtown  in  order  to 
encourage  use  of  transit  and  reduce  auto  use  in  the  Downtown.  Although 
some  increased  parking  might  occur  in  neighborhoods  along  commute 
corridors  in  the  City  due  to  competition  for  Downtown  parking  spaces,  it 
is  not  possible  to  accurately  project  the  magnitude  of  the  effect,  if  any 
(see  the  Response  to  Neighborhood  Parking,  p.  C&R-121).    This  effect  is 
considered  too  speculative  to  include  in  the  Significant  Unavoidable 
Impacts  section. 

The  Response  to  Cumulative  Impacts  on  Major  SF  Gateways,  p.  C&R-97, 
discusses  the  effects  of  traffic  from  the  Main  Program  plus  that  from 
cumulative  growth  on  regional  routes  through  the  City:    U.S.  101  (Lombard 
St.),  1-80,  toll  plazas  and  freeway  ramps.    That  Response  outlines  the 
uncertainties  in  projecting  future  cumulative  effects  on  these  routes. 
The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  fifth  full  paragraph  on 
p.  223:    "Assuming  that  existing  route  and  modal  split  choices  do  not 
change,  cumulative  Downtown  development  plus  development  of  the  Main 
Program  would  contribute  a  23%  increase  over  existing  peak-hour  traffic 
volumes  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  a  23%  increase  over  existing  San 
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Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge  peak-hour  traffic  and  a  10%  increase  over 
existing  US-101  and  1-280  peak-hour  traffic." 


STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 


The  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel  is  currently  under  construction  on  the  site  between 
Stevenson  &  Jessie  on  CB-1,  and  will  open  in  mid-1983.    Figure  9  is  revised  to 
show  a  hotel  use  on  the  site,  which  previously  was  depicted  as  temporary 
parki  ng. 

Footnote  /2/,p.  122,  referencing  information  on  dates  of  possible  relocation 
of  remaining  YBC  tenants,  is  changed  to:    "/2/  John  Friedman,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone  communication,  April  15,  1982." 

The  address  of  the  Williams  Bldg.  was  given  on  p.  98  as  101  Third  St.,  and  693 
Mission  St.  was  described  as  a  separate  building.    The  actual  address  of  the 
Williams  Bldg.  is  693  Mission  St.  and  101  Third  St.  is  a  storefront  in  the 
Williams  Bldg.    Therefore,  item  #12  in  Table  10  on  p.  98  (693  Mission  St.), 
and  in  Figure  16,  p.  101,  is  deleted.    The  address  on  item  #13  (Williams 
Bldg.)  in  Table  10  is  changed  to  693  Mission  St.  and  ENR  is  added  to  the  Notes 
for  this  building.    All  subsequent  listings  in  Table  10  are  re-numbered. 


ERRATA 


COMMENT 

"P.  76  -  [Are]  'south  of  Fourth'  [and]  'west  of  Howard'  correct?  I  think 
not?" 


"Page  104,  the  last  line,  paragraph  one,  the  RFQ,  finally  mentioned  page  21, 
limits  of  building  heights  on  Central  Block  2  of  80  feet.  It  is  not  on  page 
21,  but  22." 

"Page  31,... why  does  it  say  plazas  and  open  space  are  not  listed  in  Table  1  on 
page  32  and  33,  when  they  are  included  in  those  tables.    I  think  that  sentence 
should  probably  be  deleted.    Unless  I  misunderstood  it." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  76  is  corrected  to  read: 
"...  west  of  Fourth  St.  and  north  of  Howard  St  " 

The  page  number  in  the  last  line  in  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  104  is 
changed  from  21  to  22. 
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The  first  sentence  in  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  31  is  deleted. 


In  addition,  the  following  errata  are  corrected: 
On  p.  42,  line  one,  "of"  is  deleted. 

OiTj).  49,  last  paragraph,  line  one,  "essentital ly"  is  changed  to 
"essenti  al ly. " 

On  p.  96,  "Ecology"  section,  line  nine,  "enters"  is  changed  to 
"enter. " 

On  p.  103,  second  paragraph,  line  four,  "are"  is  deleted. 

On  p.  144,  second  full  paragraph,  line  five,  "met"  is  changed  to 
"meet." 

On  p.  117,  second  paragraph,  line  five,  "of"  is  added  between  "and" 
and  "the". 

On  p.  117,  second  paragraph,  line  five,  "the"  is  added  between  "in" 
and  "from". 

On  p.  137,  footnote  two,  line  five,  "800"  is  changed  to  "500". 

On  p.  137,  footnote  two,  line    12,     "spoaces"  is  changed  to  "spaces". 

On  p.  156,  third  paragraph,  last  line  "as  long  as  transit  capacity  is 
available"  is  deleted. 
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D.    COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  ADDENDUM 


INTRODUCTION 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission 
held  a  joint  meeting  on  December  2,  1982  to  consider  the  Summary  of  Comments 
and  Responses  for  the  Second  Supplement  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  EIR. 
Commissioners  requested  clarification  of  certain  of  the  Responses.    The  topics 
discussed  are  noted  below  by  headings  and  material  has  been  prepared  to 
clarify  the  Responses  presented  in  the  Summary  document.    This  material  is 
intended  to  assist  the  Commissioners  and  constitutes  an  addendum  to  the 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document. 


OPEN  SPACE  AND  PLAZAS 

To  clarify  the  amount  of  open  space  proposed  in  the  Main  Program  the  following 
is  added  to  the  first  Response  on  p.  C&R-5  after  the  third  sentence:  "The 
Main  Program  would  contain  approximately  425,400  sq.  ft.  of  open  space  on 
Central  Blocks  1,  2  and  3,  including  plazas  and  the  pedestrian  concourse." 

Whether  the  pedestrian  concourse  on  CB-1  would  be  open  or  covered  was 
questioned.    As  noted  in  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  31  of  the  Draft  Second  EIR 
Supplement,  a  portion  of  the  71,000  sq.  ft.  of  plaza  and  pedestrian  concourse 
on  CB-1  could  be  covered,  rather  than  open  to  the  sky,  under  the  Main  Program. 


PROPERTY  VALUES  AND  TRANSACTIONS  WEST  OF  YBC 

Concern  was  expressed  about  the  accuracy  of  figures  on  property  values  given 
on  p.  C&R-28,  and  whether  available  data  demonstrated  that  real  estate 
speculation  was  already  occurring  South  of  Market  in  anticipation  of 
development  in  YBC.    The  data  on  real  estate  transactions  were  obtained  for 
the  EIR  because  published  sources  of  data  do  not  provide  such  information.  As 
stated  on  p.  56  of  the  EIR,  "It  was  hypothesized  that  more  property 
transactions  in  recent  years  would  demonstrate  greater  investor  interest  in 
the  area."    The  transactions  data  given  on  p.  57  of  the  EIR  did  not 
demonstrate  a  sharp  increase  in  the  number  of  property  transactions  among  the 
properties  in  the  sample. 

The  fact  that  the  sales  prices  of  two  parcels  in  the  sample  of  real  estate 
transactions  increased  by  over  600%  (as  noted  on  p.  C&R-28)  does  not  provide 
conclusive  evidence  of  real  estate  speculation  in  anticipation  of  YBC 
development.    The  data  base  in  the  sample  was  not  sufficiently  large  to 
substantiate  conclusions  on  sales  price  increases.    The  decade  of  the 
seventies  was  a  time  of  marked  increases  in  real  estate  prices  throughout  the 
Bay  Area.    For  example,  according  to  a  report  by  Questor  Associates,  the 
median  home  price  in  the  nine  Bay  Area  counties  increased  by  478%  between  1967 
and  1981,  a  period  which  includes  the  years  covered  by  the  real  estate 
transactions  data  given  in  the  EIR.    (Questor  Associates,  "Feasibility  of 
Performing  a  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity  Analysis",  June  15,  1982.) 
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DATA  ON  EFFECTS  OF  YBC  ON  LOW-INCOME  PEOPLE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AS  COMPARED 
WITH  DATA  INCLUDED  IN  HILTON  AND  RAMADA  EIRs 

The  types  of  information  on  socio-economic  effects  included  on  the  YBC  Second 
EIR  Supplement  are  substantially  the  same  as  those  in  the  Final  EIRs  on  the 
Tower  No.  2  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel  (EE  79.257,  certified  29  January  1981) 
and  the  Hotel  Ramada  (EE  80.171,  certified  29  January  1981). 

The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs,  however,  used  information  on  the  Tenderloin 
Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  (RAP)  area  contained  in  separate  studies 
prepared  by  the  Departments  of  City  Planning  and  Public  Works  and  Public 
Response  Associates.    The  Tenderloin  RAP  area  had  been  extensively  studied. 
The  west  subarea  near  YBC  is  not  a  RAP  area  and  detailed  data  on  household 
income,  vacancy  rates  and  existing  rents  are  not  available.    There  are  no  RAP 
areas  South  of  Market. 

The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs  considered  the  cumulative  effects  on  the  Tenderloin 
of  the  proposed  development  of  three  hotel  projects,  containing  about  2200 
rooms,  located  in  the  Tenderloin  on  adjacent  blocks  fronting  Mason  St.  The 
effects  of  cumulative  hotel  development,  including  the  approximately  2200 
hotel  rooms  included  in  the  Main  Program,  were  analyzed  in  the  First  YBC  EIR 
Supplement.    The  discussion  is  incorporated  in  the  Second  Supplement  by 
reference  on  pp.  132-3. 

The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs  discussed  the  demographic  characteristics  of  the 
neighborhood.    Information  included  data  on  household  income,  vacancy  rates 
and  rents.    Residential  hotel  conversions  and  impacts  on  neighborhood-serving 
uses  were  also  discussed.    The  YBC  Second  Supplement  discusses  the 
demographics  and  neighborhood  and  land  use  characteristics  of  the  area  west  of 
YBC,  as  well  as  housing  availability  (pp.  51-53  and  67-72).    The  EIR  discusses 
potential  immigration  of  more  affluent  social  groups  and  possible  resultant 
displacement  of  current  low  -  income  residents  (pp.  125-128).  Residential 
hotel  conversions  and  the  effects  of  rising  rents  are  considered  on  pp.  127-8. 

The  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs  also  discussed  the  Tenderloin  property  market, 
including  speculation  in  the  Tenderloin  using  selected  examples  of  property 
transactions.    Development  constraints  were  described.    The  EIRs  considered 
indirect  economic  effects,  including  potential  displacement  of  residents  and 
businesses. 

The  YBC  Second  Supplement  discusses  land  uses  and  development  pressures  in  the 
area  near  YBC  (pp.  53-57).    It  includes  information  on  property  sales  trends 
and  speculation  based  on  a  larger  sampling  of  property  transactions  than  that 
used  in  the  Hilton  and  Ramada  EIRs.    Indirect  economic  impacts  of  the  Main 
Program  and  four  YBC/FEIR  Alternatives  on  land  values  and  uses  in  the  areas 
near  YBC  are  discussed  in  the  Second  Supplement.    The  potential  effects  of 
employees,  residents  and  conventioneers  on  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses 
are  analyzed  separately  (pp.  109-115). 

Real  estate  speculation  could  have  displacement  effects  on  households  located 
west  of  YBC.    The  EIR  and  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  do  not  suggest 
that  displacement  of  low-income  households  is  not  occurring  in  San  Francisco, 
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or  that  it  is  not  a  problem.    They  state  that  demonstrating  a  clearcut 
relationship  between  displacement  and  downtown  office  development  is 
problematic.    In  particular,  it  is  not  possible  to  show  a  direct  relationship 
between  development  of  the  Verba  Buena  Center  project  and  displacement  of 
low-income  households  in  the  South  of  Market  area.    Possible  displacement  due 
to  rising  rents  is  discussed. 

A  two-part  study  of  displacement  in  San  Francisco  by  Berkeley  Planning 
Associates  (1980,  1981)  does  not  address  this  relationship,  but  concludes, 
rather,  that  "conversion  of  condominiums  and  residential  hotels  as  well  as 
speculation"  have  been  the  major  sources  of  displacement. /I/    The  study  also 
concludes  that,  "The  city's  community  development  programs  have  not  played  a 
significant  role  in  stimulating  displacement  in  the  latter  half  of  the 
70's...    [Hjousing  market  activities  in  general  and  increasing  housing  demand 
are  the  principal  causes  of  displacement. "/2/ 

An  unpublished,  preliminary  version  of  Part  II  of  the  Berkeley  Planning 
Associates  study,"  Recommended  Policy  and  Program  Option  for  San  Francisco: 
An  Anti-Displacement  Strategy,"  provided  the  observation  that,  "In  Verba  Buena 
especially,  the  extension  of  downtown  office  uses  needs  no  public  stimulus  or 
assistance.    Instead  Redevelopment  Agency  resources  must  be  used  to  support 
needs  of  residents  of  lower-cost  housing  if  their  displacement  is  to  be 
avoided"  (p.  47).    This  statement,  however,  was  reconsidered  and  omitted  in 
the  published  final  draft  of  the  report. 73/    In  any  case.  Part  II  does  not 
contain  an  analysis  or  examination  of  downtown  office  development  as  it 
affects  displacement.    Rather,  it  focuses  on  strategies  that  can  be  used  by 
public  agencies  to  stimulate  the  production  of  additional  affordable  housing. 

Notes 

71/    Berkeley  Planning  Associates,  "Displacement  in  San  Francisco", 
September  2,  1980,  p.  83. 

727    Ibid.,  p.  84. 

737    Pat  Jenny,  Staff  member  and  BPA  Report  co-author,  Berkeley  Planning 
Associates,  personal  communication,  December  14,  1982. 


BLACK  FAMILIES  SOUTH  OF  MARKET 

Demographic  data  on  the  race  of  residents  near  YBC  was  requested.    Such  data 
are  available  from  the  1980  U.S.  Census.    The  Census  tracts  surrounding  the 
site  are  176.01,  176.02,  and  178,  as  illustrated  on  p.  236  of  the  EIR.  Data 
for  these  tracts  indicate  that  about  10%  to  11%  of  the  residents  are  Black. 
While  these  data  do  not  designate  "families,"  they  do  indicate  that  about  6% 
of  those  under  age  5  are  Black  and  about  5%  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17  are 
Black.    The  proportion  of  Black  children  is  lower  than  the  proportion  of 
Blacks  in  other  age  groups  in  the  Census  tracts  surrounding  VBC.  City-wide 
Census  data  indicate  that  Blacks  constitute  about  12%  to  13%  of  the  City-wide 
population.    Thus,  there  are  proportionately  somewhat  fewer  Blacks  in  the 
South  of  Market  area  surrounding  VBC  than  in  the  City  as  a  whole. 
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OFFICE  HOUSING  PRODUCTION  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Concern  was  expressed  that  the  discussion  of  Office  Housing  Production  Program 
(OHPP)  requirements  had  been  omitted  in  the  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses.    A  brief  discussion  of  requirements  is  contained  in  footnote 
to  Table  12  on  p.  C&R-60.    To  further  clarify  the  OHPP  requirements,  the  first 
paragraph  and  the  first  six  sentences  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  135  of  the 
Draft  EIR  are  to  remain  in  the  text.    The  last  two  sentences  of  the  second 
paragraph  remain  deleted  because  they  refer  to  housing  credits  for  subsidized 
elderly  units. 


PROVISION  OF  SUBSIDIZED  HOUSING  BY  DEVELOPER 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  Central  Blocks  developer  could  provide  funds 
for  the  construction  of  subsidized  low-income  housing  in  or  near  YBC.  Public 
subsidies  for  housing  from  the  State  or  Federal  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  are  extremely  scarce.    Therefore,  as  noted  in  the  Response 
on  p.  C&R-65,  provision  of  additional  subsidized  housing  by  the  developer  as 
part  of  the  land  disposition  and  development  agreement  could  result  in  the 
reduction  of  elimination  of  other  public  benefits,  such  as  plazas  and 
"Gardens",  or  recreation/entertainment  uses  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main 
Program.    These  public  benefits  are  among  the  Redevelopment  Agency's 
objectives  for  development  on  the  YBC  Central  Blocks  (listed  on  p.  C&R-66). 

Construction  of  the  Main  Program  would  not  result  in  the  direct  displacement 
of  residents  beyond  that  which  occurred  before  1978  due  to  the  clearance  of 
the  Redevelopment  Area  (p.  65  of  the  EIR).    This  impact  was  mitigated  by 
construction  of  the  "TOOR"  housing  (p.  C&R-58)  in  YBC. 

Full  build-out  of  YBC  could  attract  similar  land  uses  to  locate  nearby,  and 
act  as  a  catalyst  in  encouraging  more-affluent  persons  to  seek  residences  near 
YBC,  thus  indirectly  displacing  low-income  families  and  persons  now  living  in 
the  area  who  could  not  afford  higher  rents  (pp.  111-115).    To  address  this 
potential  indirect  economic  effect,  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added 
after  the  first  measure  on  p. 207: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  to  provide  and  subsidize  low-income  housing  in  or  outside  of 
YBC,  either  through  new  constructon  or  rehabilitation  of  existing  vacant 
units.    This  measure  would  be  intended  to  mitigate  potential  indirect 
displacement  (due  to  rising  land  values  and  rents)  of  low-income  persons 
in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.    Implementation  of  this  measure  could  result  in  a 
decrease  in  public  amenities  and  benefits  now  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main 
Program  within  YBC  and  thus  may  not  conform  to  the  objectives  for  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center  Project  as  described  in  the  RFQ. 


AVERAGING  OF  THE  RESULTS  OF  HOUSING  DEMAND  FORMULAS 

It  was  suggested  that  housing  demand  formulas  had  been  improperly  averaged. 
This  was  not  the  case.    The  discussion  of  housing  demand  on  p.  C&R-44  uses  two 
different  formulas,  the  formula  developed  by  economists  Recht  Hausrath  and 


C&R-175 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Addendum 


Associates  for  the  101  Montgomery  Street  EIR  and  the  OHPP  formula.  The 
resulting  figures  from  these  formulas  are  not  averaged.    The  results  of  the 
two  formulas  are  used  together  to  present  a  range  of  housing  demand: 
"Combining  the  results  of  the  101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  formula  and  the  OHPP 
formula  yields  a  cumulative  housing  demand  range  of  6,900  to  14,300  units." 
(From  the  third  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  C&R-44). 


YBC  MAIN  PROGRAM  LOW-INCOME  AND  MINORITY  EMPLOYMENT  AS  COMPARED  WITH 
YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVE  B. 

A  commentator  questioned  whether  the  Main  Program  would  produce  low-income  and 
minority  employment  similar  to  that  promised  by  earlier  "Gardens"  proposals. 
Alternative  B,  containing  the  recreation/entertainment  park,  was  the 
"gardens"-type  proposal  analyzed  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Although  permanent 
minority  employment  for  the  Main  Program  has  not  been  projected  in  the  Second 
Supplement,  nor  was  it  projected  for  Alternative  B  or  any  of  the  other  three 
Alternatives  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  some  observations  may  be  made.    It  is 
expected  that  entry- level  (low- income)  jobs  and  employment  of  minorities  would 
be  greatest  in  hotel  uses,  retail  sales,  commercial  entertainment  and  cultural 
uses,  and  the  recreation/entertainment  park  that  was  proposed  in 
Alternative  B.    Projections  of  permanent  on-site  employment  by  land  use  at 
full  buildout  are  given  in  Table  11  on  p.  130  of  the  EIR.    As  can  be  seen  in 
the  Table,  the  Main  Program  would  provide  about  1,600  hotel  jobs.    Based  on 
employment  at  the  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel,  about  two-thirds  of  these  jobs 
would  be  held  by  minorities  and  many  would  be  entry-level  (Tower  No.  2, 
San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel  FEIR,  EE  79.257,  certified  29  January  1981, 
p.  41).    The  recreation/entertainment  park  analyzed  in  Alternative  B  would 
provide  also  about  1,600  jobs.    Many  of  these,  as  well,  would  be  expected  to 
be  entry-level  jobs  that  would  be  held  by  minorities.    The  Main  Program  would 
provide  more  employment  in  retail  and  commercial  entertainment  and  cultural 
uses,  which  encompass  more  entry-level  positions  than  would  any  of  the  four 
YBC  Alternatives.    For  comparison,  the  Main  Program  would  provide  about  the 
same  number  of  office  jobs  as  would  Alternative  B. 


PURCHASE  PRICES  OF  DWELLING  UNITS  IN  YBC 

Projections  of  sales  prices  of  proposed  market-rate  dwelling  units  in  YBC  was 
requested.    The  expected  buildout  year  for  YBC  discussed  in  the  Second  EIR 
Supplement  is  1988.    No  designs  for  residential  buidings  or  layouts  for  units 
have  been  prepared  at  the  present  time.    The  sizes  and  cost  of  construction  of 
the  residential  units  are  not  now  known.    The  prices  of  the  market-rate  units 
proposed  for  YBC  would  depend  on  factors  present  at  the  time  of  the 
construction  and  sale  of  the  units.    Such  factors  include  the  cost  of 
construction  and  construction  financing,  the  general  health  and  vigor  of  the 
national  and  local  economies  and  housing  markets,  and  the  costs  of  mortgage 
financing.    To  predict  the  cost  of  units  of  unknown  size  and  design  to  be 
built  several  years  in  the  future  would  be  speculative  and  could  be  misleading. 
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AVAILABLE  TRAFFIC  CAPACITY  AT  MAIN  AND  BEALE  STREETS 

The  analysis  for  this  EIR  has  considered  the  addition  of  the  YBC  traffic  to 
the  condition  of  existing  traffic  plus  cumulative  development  traffic. 
Analysis  of  cumulative  traffic  at  the  Main  and  Beale  intersections  as  reported 
in  the  Final  Supplemental  EIR  for  135  Main  St.,  EE  81.61,  certified 
30  November  1982,  indicates  that  cumulative  traffic  increases  would  tend  to 
overload  the  two  intersections  in  peak  hours.    Realistically,  traffic  would 
only  increase  until  congestion  became  intolerable  to  drivers,  at  which  point 
some  drivers  would  choose  other  routes  and  traffic  increases  would  occur  on 
the  alternative  routes. 

As  most  of  the  vehicles  on  Main  and  Beale  Sts.  use  the  on-  and  off-ramps, 
these  vehicles  would  likely  redistribute  to  other  ramps  further  to  the  south, 
such  as  First  and  Harrison  Sts.  to  the  Bay  Bridge,  and  Fourth  and  Harrison 
Sts.  to  the  James  Lick  -  Bayshore  Freeway.    Collectively,  motorists  will  make 
shortest  travel-time  calculations  as  to  which  alternative  route  is  most 
effective  and  the  traffic  will  be  distributed  to  make  efficient  use  of  all 
available  roadways. 

This  EIR  has  examined  only  one  scenario  and  has  not  attempted  to  redistribute 
traffic  increases  over  all  alternative  routes.    Timing  and  driver  choice  over 
the  multiplicity  of  routes  available  from  different  points  downtown  makes  such 
a  calculation  impossible.    The  phrase  "if  capacity  were  available"  is  removed 
from  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  C&R-97. 


CUMULATIVE  PARKING  DEFICIT  AS  COMPARED  WITH  THAT  GIVEN  IN  THE  71  STEVENSON 
STREET  DRAFT  EIR 

This  information  presented  on  p.  C&R-lOl  is  correct  as  is  the  deficit 
calculation  on  p.  C&R-IOO.    The  parking  deficit  in  the  71  Stevenson  DEIR  is 
different  from  that  given  on  pp.  C&R-lOO  -  C&R-lOl  because  the  71  Stevenson 
DEIR  does  not  include  the  parking  demand  from  the  YBC  Main  Program. 


MUNI  FAST  PASSES  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  WORKERS 

The  sentence  added  on  p.  C&R-116  to  the  mitigation  measure  referred  to  on 
p.  213  of  the  EIR  Supplement  is  intended  to  disclose  that  the  provision  of 
Muni  Fast  Passes  to  construction  workers  would  cause  a  temporary  bulge  in 
ridership  on  a  system  operating  at  capacity  at  the  present  time,  as  noted  at 
the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  Supplement  by  Transportation  Commissioner 
Doris  Kahn.    This  sentence  was  added  to  the  mitigation  measure  to  make  the 
decisionmakers  aware  of  short-term  implications  of  this  mitigation  measure. 
It  remains  the  intent  of  the  measure  to  reduce  temporary,  but  possibly  severe, 
construction  parking  and  traffic  impact  and  the  measure  is  still  suggested  for 
the    decisionmakers'  consideration. 


PHOTOGRAPHS  OF  PASSENGER  LOADINGS  ON  MUNI 

Photographs  of  loadings  on  MUNI  are  shown  in  Figures  C&R  -  A. 
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TRANSPORTATION  BROKER 

It  was  suggested  that  a  transportation  broker  be  proposed  as  a  mitigation 
measure.    Add  the  following  mitigation  measure  after  the  first  partial 
paragraph  on  p.  214  of  the  EIR  Supplement: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  retaining  or  requiring  developers 
to  retain  a  transportation  broker  within  YBC.    The  broker  would  encourage 
transit  use  through  the  on-site  sale  of  BART,  Muni  and  Golden  Gate  Transit 
passes,  and  would  coordinate  YBC  employee  car  pool  and  van  pool  systems  in 
cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  by  providing  a  central 
clearinghouse  for  car  pool  and  van  pool  information. 


REQUEST  FOR  QUALIFICATIONS  (RFQ) 

A  Table  was  requested  comparing  the  requirements  of  the  RFQ  with  the  Main 
Program.    The  RFQ  contains  a  "Desired  Development  Program"- for  CB-1  (excluding 
the  site  of  the  Arcon  Pacific  (Meridien)  Hotel,  currently  under  construction), 
CB-2  and  the  roof  of  the  Convention  Center  on  CB-3.    Although  mentioned  in  the 
RFQ,  EB-2  is  not  given  a  "Desired  Development  Program,"  because  it  was 
considered  to  be  an  overflow  site  for  development  on  CB-1  should  the  GSA 
parcel  (49  Fourth  Street)  on  CB-1  not  be  available  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
for  development.    The  table  shown  below  compares  the  RFQ's  "Desired 
Development  Program"  with  the  Main  Program  uses  on  the  portions  of  CB-1,  -2 
and  -3  addressed  in  the  RFQ. 


TABLE  C&R  -  A:    COMPARISON  OF  RFQ  AND  MAIN  PROGRAM 


Use 


RFQ  "Desired  Development  Program 


Main  Program 


Central  Block  1 


Cultural 
Hotel 

Institutional 
Market-Rate 

Dwelling  Units 
Office 

Pedestrian  Plaza 
Accessory  Parking 
Retail  Commercial 


Developer  Discretion** 
800-1,500  Rooms 
(Not  Mentioned) 
0-500  Units 

0-500,000  sq.  ft. 

(No  Definite  Area  Given) 

Limited  to  7%  of  Gross  Bldg.  Area+ 

80,000  sq.  ft.  Minimum  Required 

at  Al 1  Areas  Adjoining 

Open  Space++ 


10,000  sq.  ft. 

1,500  Rooms*** 
Church  &  Rectory 
500  Units 

590,000  sq.  ft. 

71,000  sq.  ft. 

950  spaces 

200,000  sq.  ft. 


(Continued) 
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TABLE  C&R  -  A:    COMPARISON  OF  RFQ  AND  MAIN  PROGRAM  (Continued) 


Use  RFQ  "Desired  Development  Program"*       Main  Program 

Central  Block  1: 

Central  Blocks  2  and  3  Combined: 

Commercial  60,000  sq.  ft.  Minimum  255,000  sq.  ft. 

Entertainment 

Cultural  Developer  Discretion**  130,000  sq.  ft. 

Exhibit/Ballroom  Space    (Not  Mentioned)  100,000  sq.  ft. 

Market-Rate  As  Desired  by  [)eveloper+++  0 

Dwelling  Units 

Park  or  Plaza  354,400  sq.  ft.  (40%  of  CB-2  354,400  sq.  ft, 

and  40%  of  Roof  on  CB-3) 
Accessory  Parking  As  Required  by  Developer  Consistent        1,500  spaces 

with  Development  Criteria 
Retail  Commercial  70,000  sq.  ft.  Minimum++++  120,000  sq.  ft, 


*  According  to  the  RFQ,  "the  ability  of  the  developer  to  build  all  the 
permitted  maximum  uses  shown  will  be  contingent  upon  the  developer  achieving 
the  quality  of  urban  design  required  and  on  the  developer's  need  to  include 
them  for  project  feasibility.    Certain  trade-offs  between  uses  will  need  to  be 
made  by  the  developer  to  accommodate  the  development  requirements."  (RFQ, 
Table  2,  p.  19) 

**  Cultural  Uses:  50,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  area  in  CB-1,  -2  and  -3  must  be  set 
aside  for  cultural  uses;  a  minimum  of  10,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  area  must  be 
provided  on  CB-1  and  -2  by  the  developer  for  these  uses.    (RFQ,  Table  2,  p.  19) 

***  Exclusive  of  the  700  rooms  in  the  Arcon  Pacific  (Meridien)  Hotel  now  under 
construction. 

About  540  parking  spaces  (calculated  at  350  sq.  ft.  per  space),  assuming 
maximum  hotel  (including  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel)  and  office  space,  10,000  sq.  ft. 
of  cultural  uses,  minimum  retail  commercial  uses  and  minimum  required  parking 
for  500  residential  units. 

++  Hotel,  public  uses  and  cultural  uses  may  also  adjoin  open  space.  (RFQ, 
Table  2,  p.  19) 

+++  Must  be  provided  in  a  manner  compatible  with  the  recreation-entertainment 
uses  that  include  nighttime  and  weekend  activities.    (RFQ,  Table  2,  p.  19) 

++++  However,  no  department  store  or  major  specialty  store  in  excess  of 
20,000  sq.  ft.  to  be  included  on  CB-2  and  -3.    (RFQ,  Table  2,  p.  19) 
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NEED  FOR  A  LESS-INTENSIVE  YBC  DEVELOPMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

It  was  suggested  that  a  less-intensive  development  alternative  was  needed. 
The  Second  Supplement  to  the  YBC  FEIR  considers  a  development  alternative 
designated  as  the  Main  Program.    It  also  evaluates  four  one-block  variants 
(see  Table  S-3  on  pp.  S-9  -  S-10  of  the  EIR).    The  four  variants  provide  a 
range  of  development  intensities  that  are  higher  or  lower  than  the  Main 
Program  for  differing  uses.    Variants  A  and  B  consider  decreased  housing. 
Variants  C  and  D  consider  increased  housing.    Variant  A  considers  increased 
office  and  retail  space.    Variant  D  considers  reduced  office  space.  In 
addition,  many  aspects  of  the  four  Alternatives  analyzed  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR 
are  still  capable  of  implementation.    These  Alternatives,  then,  also  provide" a 
range  of  greater  and  lesser  densities  of  different  types  of  uses  (see  Table 
S-2,  p.  S-8  of  the  EIR). 


SOUTH  OF  MARKET  GROWTH  DISTRICT 

The  "growth  district"  referred  to  in  the  first  Response  on  p.  C&R-16  is  that 
described  on  p.  52  of  the  EIR  as  follows,  "The  eastern  subarea  is  part  of  a 
larger  district,  extending  from  YBC  to  the  Embarcadero,  which  has  experienced 
rapid  growth  of  office  uses,  and  which  is  becoming  a  extension  of  the  Downtown 
Office  Core."    As  noted  in  the  Response,  "  Nineteen  office  projects, 
containing  approximately  5.76  million  gross  sq.  ft.,  are  currently  (as  of 
August,  1982)  under  construction,  approved  or  proposed  in  this  growth 
district. " 


USE  OF  REFLECTIVE  GLASS  IN  BUILDINGS  IN  YBC 

On  November  5,  1981  the  City  Planning  Commission  adopted  Resolution  9212 
indicating  that  in  design  review  the  Commission  would  not  favor  the  use  of 
reflective  glass  in  new  construction  projects.    In  recognition  of  the 
Commission's  policy,  the  second  mitigation  measure  in  the  Response  on 
p.  C&R-23  is  revised  as  follows:    "The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider 
prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  all  buildings  adjacent  to  or  across 
the  street  from  proposed  and  exisiting  residential  buildings  located  both 
Inside  and  immediately  outside  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  also  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in 
nonresidential  buidings  in  areas  where  it  is  determined  during  the  course  of 
design  review  that  adverse  impacts  on  nearby  structures  or  open  areas  would 
occur. " 


FOOTNOTE  G,  TABLE  A 

It  was  requested  that  Footnote  "G"  on  p.  C&R-55  be  updated  to  1982,  if 
possible.    The  footnote,  however,  cannot  be  updated  using  publicly  available 
information.    Only  licensed  real  estate  brokers  or  employees  of  licensed 
brokers  have  access  to  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors  "Multiple  Sales 
Service."    (Pat  Dickson,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  telephone 
communication,  December  14,  1982).    The  1981  edition  used  for  Footnote  G  is 
the  most  recent  made  available  for  preparation  of  the  Second  EIR  Supplement. 
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CONSISTENCY  OF  CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  LIST 

It  was  noted  that  the  total  cumulative  office  development  floor  area, 
exclusive  of  YBC,  listed  in  Table  C-8  of  Appendix  C  on  p.  C-7  -  C-9,  and 
summarized  in  Table  C-9,  p.  C-10,  appears  to  differ  from  that  shown  in  other 
EIRs  recently  reviewed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.    The  total  cumulative 
floor  area  does  differ  somewhat,  but  the  dif fence  does  not  change  the 
conclusions  presented  in  the  EIR.    The  cummulative  floor  area  differs  in  two 
ways.    First,  other  cumulative  lists  contain  four  buildings  within  YBC  that 
are  under  construction  or  have  approved  Land  Disposition  and  Development 
Agreements.    In  Table  C-8,  these  four  buildings  are  noted  by  three  stars 
referring  to  Footnote  ***  on  p.  C-9  of  Appendix  C,  which  explains  their 
status.    In  the  YBC  analysis,  in  order  to  avoid  double-counting  and  retain 
comparability  with  the  four  Alternatives  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR,  the  0.8  million 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space  in  the  four  buildings  in  YBC  are  included  as  part  of 
the  YBC  Main  Program  and  the  impacts  of  the  space  analyzed  accordingly. 

Second,  EIRs  have  recently  been  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
that  have  updated  lists.    The  Cumulative  Office  and  Retail  Department  list 
shown  on  Appendix  C,  p.  C-10,  if  updated  to  November  5,  1982,  would  include 
the  following  additional  developments:    A/B  3717,  123  Mission,  342,800  sq.ft.; 
A/B  3750,  Second  and  Harrison,  228,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  3735,  Planter's  Hotel 
conversion,  20,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  738,  One  Flynn  Center,  25,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  768, 
Franklin  and  McAllister,  53,600  sq.ft.;  A/B  3750,  642  Harrison,  45,900  sq.ft.; 
A/B  3794,  155  Townsend,  19,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  143,  1000  Montgomery,  39,000 
sq.ft.;  A/B  141,  100  Broadway,  13,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  176,  900  Kearny,  25,000 
sq.ft.;  A/B  110,  Embarcadero  Terraces,  142,000  sq.ft.;  A/B  3763,  400  2nd  at 
Harrison,  49,500  sq.ft.;  and  A/B  3788,  640  2nd  St.,  37,400  sq.ft.    The  1049 
Market  (108,000  sq.ft.)  and  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  (100,000  sq.ft.)  projects 
would  be  removed  from  the  updated  list.    Both  have  been  withdrawn  from 
consideration  by  their  project  sponsors.    In  addition,  the  square  footage 
analyzed  for  the  Ferry  Building  in  the  list  used  in  the  Draft  EIR  was  high  and 
should  be  reduced  by  173,000  sq.ft.  of  office  space  and  15,000  sq.ft.  of 
retail  space. 

Most  of  these  revisions  have  occurred  since  the  analysis  for  the  Summary  of 
Comments  and  Responses  was  prepared.    If  the  totals  were  adjusted  to  make 
these  changes,  net  new  office  square  footage  would  increase  by  about  0.6 
million  and  retail  square  footage  would  remain  about  the  same.    As  the 
analysis  methodologies  are  accurate  only  to  +_  10-15%,  a  change  of  0.6  million 
gross  square  feet  (3%)  would  not  change  the  results  presented  in  the  EIR. 


TRANSIT  FUNDING  MITIGATION  MEASURE 

The  transit  funding  mitigation  measure  given  in  the  first  full  paragraph  on 
p.  214  of  the  EIR  is  deleted  and  replaced  with  the  following  updated  measure: 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet 
the  peak  demand  generated  by  cumulative  commercial  development  in  the 
project  area,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers 
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to  contribute  funds  for  maintaining  and  augmenting  transportation  service, 
in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the  demand  created  by  the  respective 
developments  as  provided  by  Board  of  Supervisor's  Ordinance  No.  224-81. 

Should  Ordinance  No.  224-81  be  declared  invalid  by  the  Courts,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  participate  in 
any  subsequent  equivalent  mitigation  measures  to  be  adopted  in  lieu 
thereof  by  the  City,  which  measures  will  apply  to  all  developments 
similarly  situated. 


ERRATA 

On  p.  C&R-31,  a  portion  of  the  first  two  lines  of  the  third  paragraph  was 
omitted.    The  first  sentence  should  read,  "OHCD,  in  conjunction  with  the 
City's  Property  Conservation  Department  of  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 
also  provides  rehabilitation  assistance  to  residential  hotel  owners." 

On  p.  C&R-169  a  portion  of  the  last  sentence  was  omitted  in  printing.  The 
sentence  should  read: 

"Assuming  that  existing  route  and  modal  split  choices  do  not  change, 
cumulative  Downtown  development  plus  development  of  the  Main  Program  would 
contribute  a  23%  increase  over  existing  peak-hour  trafffic  volumes  on  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge,  a  23%  increase  over  existing  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay 
Bridge  peak-hour  traffic  and  a  10%  increase  over  existing  US-101  and  1-280 
peak-hour  traffic." 

The  response  on  p.  C&R-97  discusses  the  assumptions  made  to  calculate  the 
increases  in  traffic  and  the  reasons  why  accurate  future  projections  may  not 
reliably  be  made. 
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Appendix  C 


Appendix  C  is  revised  as  described  below,  in  order  to  include  material  in 
support  of  the  methodology  used  to  update  the  cumulative  impact  analyses 
in  Cumulative  Travel  Demand,  Transit  Impacts,  Mixed-Vehicle  Impacts  and 
Parking  Impacts,  above. 

The  last  paragraph  on  p.  254  that  reads:    "Consequently,  for  the  1988 
projections..."  which  describes  how  a  growth  factor  was  used  to  compensate 
for  non-analyzed  cumulative  developmnent  is  deleted,  as  the  more  recent 
methodology  uses  a  complete  list  of  cumulative  development  that  does  not 
require  use  of  a  growth  factor. 

Table  C-5,  p.  256,  is  replaced  with  the  following  Table  C-5  which  contains 
a  more  complete  description  of  each  Level  of  Service.    The  numeric  range 
for  volume/capacity  ratio  is  unchanged  from  the  original  Table  C-5. 

Table  C-6,  pp.  258-259,  are  replaced  with  the  following  Tables  C-6  and 
Table  C-6a  which  contain  more  recent  (1982)  data  from  the  transit 
agencies.    The  sources  for  Table  C-6  reflect  the  more  recent  dates. 

Table  C-7  is  inserted  following  Table  C-6.    Table  C-7  shows  line-by-line 
Muni  loadings  and  has  been  prepared  as  part  of  the  revised  cumulative 
methodology. 
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TABLE  C-5:    VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 


Level  of  Volume/Capacity* 
Service    Description  v/c  Ratio 

A   Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.60 
an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made 
easily.    Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.    No  vehicles  wait 
longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B    Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.61- 
intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may  0.70 
be  encountered.    Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted 
within  groups  of  vehicles.    The  traffic  operation  can  be  generaly 
described  as  very  good. 

C    Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.71- 
intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur  behind  0.80 
turning  vehicles.    Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted,  but  not 
objectionably  so.    The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to  wait  more 
than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic  operation 
can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D.  Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  0.81- 
causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  0.90 
to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak  period. 
However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such 
that  queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive 
back-ups.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as 
fair. 

E    Capacity  occurs  at  level  of  service  E.    It  represents  the  most  0.91- 
vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.    At  1.00 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream  of 
the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal 
cycles.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  poor. 

F    Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.    Back-ups  from  1.00 
locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or  prevent 
movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under  consideration.  Hence, 
volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the  intersection  vary  from  signal 
cycle  to  signal  cycle.    Because  of  the  jammed  condition,  this  volume 
would  be  less  than  capacity. 


*  Capacity  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division,  Bureau  of 
Engineering,  1965. 
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TABLE  C-6:     1982  PEAK-HOUR  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIPS  AND  CAPACITIES 
(Selected  Routes;*  Peak  Direction  Only) 


Capacity***         Load  Factor*** 
Riders     Vehicles       Seated    Total       Seated     Total  Peak 


Muni 

28,550 

N/A 

21,230 

31,850 

1.34 

0.90 

p.m. 

BART: 

Transbay 

13,600 

140** 

10,085 

15,130 

1.35 

0.90 

p.m. 

Westbay 

6,445 

97** 

6,985 

10,480 

0.92 

0.61 

p.m. 

A-C  Transit 

9,560 

214 

10,695 

13,360 

0.89 

0.72 

p.m. 

SamTrans 

1,700 

37 

1,740 

2,180 

0.98 

0.78 

p.m. 

So.  Pacific  RR 

5,180 

9 

6,590 

6,590 

0.78 

0.78 

p.m. 

Golden  Gate 

Transit: 

Motor  Coach 

4,510 

117 

5,700 

6,870 

0.79 

0.66 

a.m. 

Ferry 

800 

3 

1,410 

2,075 

0.57 

0.39 

a.m. 

*  Muni :    See  Table  C-7 
SamTrans:    7F,  7B,  5M,  7R; 

A-C  Transit:  A,  B,  BX,  C,  CH/CB,  E,  EX,  F,  FSG/FX,  G,  H,  K,  KH,  L,  LX,  N,  NX, 
0,  OX,  R/RH,  RD/RF/RCV,  S,  SW,  V,  W,  Y. 

**  BART  data  is  on  a  per  car  basis.    Sixteen  trains  operate  in  the  peak  hour. 
Eastbound:    7  Concord  trains  (average  10  cars  per  train);  5  Fremont  trains 
(average  10  cars  per  train);  and  4  Richmond  trains  (average  5  cars  per  train). 
Westbound:    12  trains. 

***  Load  factor  is  calculated  by  dividing  ridership  by  seated  or  total 
seated-and-standi ng  capacity.    Load  factor  represents  the  amount  of  capacity 
used.    The  Maximum  Capacity  for  each  vehicle  type  is  as  recommended  by  each 
transit  agency.    In  all  cases  it  is  less  than  the  physical  capacity  ("crush" 
loadings)  of  the  transit  vehicles.    Capacity  has  been  calculated  based  on  the 
per-vehicle  capacities  shown  in  Table  C-6a. 

SOURCE:    Publicly  available  data  were  supplied  by  the  agencies  and  personnel 
indicated  below 


Agency 
BART 


Data 


A-C  Transit 


Data  Acquisition 
System 

Representative  P.M. 
Load  Factors  for 
March  1982 

Schedule  Checks  on 
Various  Weekdays  in 
1982 


Personnel 

W.  Belding 
Sr.  Economic 
Peak  Analyst 


Kay  More, 
AC  Transit 


Date 


June  9,  1982 


June  15,  1982 
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Agency 
SamTrans 


Data 


Cal  Trans 


Golden  Gate 
Transit 


Ridership  Analysis 
Service  into 
San  Francisco 
February  1982 

CalTrain  Ridership 
Report 

March  23,  1982 

Monthly  Reports 
June  1982 


Personnel 


G.  Kipp 
SamTrans 


Elmer  Hall 


A.  Zahradnik 
Transportation 
PI anner 


Date 


June  14,  1982 


June  14,  1982 


July  1,  1982 


TABLE  C-6a:  STANDEES  INCLUDED  IN  LOAD  FACTORS  OF  TRANSIT  SYSTEMS 


Agency 

Vehicle 

Maximum 
Seats 

Recommended 
Standees 

Recommended 
Total 

Muni 

Motor  Coach  (Average) 

45 

23 

68 

Trolley  Coach 

50 

25 

75 

LRV 

68 

82 

150 

BART 

All 

72 

36 

108 

AC  Transit 

Motor  coach  (average) 

48 

12 

60 

SamTrans 

Motor  coach  (average) 

47 

12 

59 

Southern 

Suburban  Car 

ICQ 

0 

100 

Pacific 

Gallery  Car 

150 

0 

150 

Golden  Gate 

Motor  Coach 

45 

10 

55 

Transit 

Sausalito  Ferry 

400 

175 

575 

Larkspur  Ferry 

510 

240 

750 

SOURCE:    Five-Year  Plans  for  each  agency  listed. 


1 


TABLE  C-7:       EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  MUNI  LOAD  FACTORS*  (PM  PEAK  HOUR  —  PEAK  DIRECTION) 


RIDERSHIP  LOAD  FACTORS 


Line 

Existing 

Future  w/o*^ 
Main  Prog. 

Main  Prog. 

Future  w/ 
Main  Prog. 

Existing 

Future  w/o** 
Main  Prog. 

Future  w/ 
Main  Prog. 

Main  Prog. 
Only 

1 

1450 

1970 

130 

2090 

0.93 

1.26 

1.34 

0.09 

IX 

640 

880 

60 

930 

1.11 

1.52 

1.62 

0.10 

2 

470 

660 

40 

700 

1.10 

1.52 

1.62 

0.10 

3 

520 

690 

50 

740 

1.08 

1.45 

1.54 

0.10 

4 

470 

620 

40 

660 

1.08 

1.44 

1.54 

0.10 

5 

980 

1480 

90 

1570 

0.94 

1.42 

1.50 

0.09 

6 

540 

820 

50 

870 

0.84 

1.27 

1.34 

0.08 

7 

410 

610 

40 

650 

0.77 

1.16 

1.23 

0.07 

8 

660 

990 

60 

1050 

0.74 

1.12 

1.18 

0.07 

9 

470 

710 

40 

750 

0.89 

1.34 

1.41 

0.08 

n 

180 

280 

20 

290 

0.64 

0.97 

1.02 

0.06 

12 

450 

680 

40 

720 

0.85 

1.29 

1.36 

0.08 

14 

1040  • 

1570 

90 

1660 

0.92 

1.39 

1.47 

0.08 

14GL 

210 

310 

20 

330 

0.71 

1.07 

1.14 

0.07 

14X 

340 

480 

30 

510 

0.68 

0.95 

1.01 

0.06 

15 

630 

910 

50 

970 

0.88 

1.27 

1.34 

0.08 

16X 

390 

410 

30 

440 

0.73 

0.77 

0.84 

0.07 

17X 

160 

220 

10 

230 

0.64 

0.86 

0.91 

0.06 

19 

380 

390 

30 

430 

0.66 

0.68 

0.74 

0.06 

21 

640 

970 

60 

1030 

0.85 

1.28 

1.36 

0.08 

25 

420 

440 

40 

480 

0.88 

0.93 

1.00 

0.08 

26 

320 

340 

30 

360 

0.83 

0.88 

0.95 

0.08 

27 

150 

200 

10 

210 

0.58 

0.80 

0.85 

0.05 

30 

1420 

1920 

120 

2040 

0.92 

1.25 

1.33 

0.09 

30X 

440 

580 

40 

620 

0.86 

1.16 

1.23 

0.08 

31 

660 

930 

60 

980 

1.07 

1.51 

1.61 

0.10 

31X 

410 

570 

40 

600 

0.96 

1.31 

1.39 

0.09 

32 

480 

620 

40 

660 

0.79 

1.03 

1.10 

0.07 

38/381 

1960 

2710 

170 

28  80 

1.01 

1.39 

1.48 

0.09 

38  AX 

450 

620 

40 

660 

1.26 

1.72 

1.83 

0.11 

38BX 

270 

370 

20 

400 

0.96 

1.32 

1.40 

0.09 

4nc 

120 

170 

10 

180 

0.41 

0.58 

0.61 

0.04 

41MC 

180 

250 

20 

270 

0.43 

0.59 

0.63 

0.04 

42 

390 

590 

30 

620 

0.99 

1.48  ' 

1.57 

0.09 

45 

560 

750 

50 

800 

0.90 

1.20 

1.28 

0.08 

47 

810 

840 

70 

910 

0.94 

0.97 

1.05 

0.09 

66L 

560 

730 

50 

780 

0.77 

1.01 

1.08 

0.07 

71 

450 

680 

40 

710 

1.10 

1.65 

1.75 

0.10 

72X 

430 

450 

40 

480 

0.91 

0.96 

1.03 

0.08 

BOX 

420 

580 

40 

620 

0.83 

1.16 

1.23 

0.08 

J 

910 

1370 

80 

1450 

0.84 

1.26 

1.33 

0.08 

KLMN 

5730 

8650 

500 

9140 

0.96 

1.44 

1.53 

0.09 

  s 

.  1 

*The  load  factor  is  the  ratio  of  ridership  to  existing  capacity,  where  capacity  is  calculated  from  the  '. 

recormended  maximum  seated  and  standing  loading  of  the  transit  vehicles.    This  is  150X  of  seated  capacity,  j 

except  for  LRV's  where  maximin  is  220X  of  seated  capacity.    As  estimates  of  load  factors,  these  should  be  1 

regarded  as  approximate.  Muni  cordon  points,  where  the  ridership  and  capacity  counts  were  made,  do  not  | 
necessarily  correspond  precisely  to  the  point  of  maximum  loading  on  each  line.    The  future  load  factors  have 

been  calculated  using  existing  capacity  and  do  not  include  any  proposed  capacity  increases.  ■ 

**See  Table  C-8,  p.   .    This  colunn  includes  travel  fron  the  Convention  Center,  but  not  from  the  rest  of  the  1 

Main  Program. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning;  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  | 
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The  discussion  in  the  Transportation  Appendix  (Appendix  C)  on  p.  248,  250 
and  251  under  Cumulative  Development  Analysis  is  replaced  by  the  following 


Cumulative  Impact  Analysis  Methodology 

Travel  Demand.    Travel  demand  from  the  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
net  new  cumulative  office  development  and  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft. 
of  net  new  cumulative  retail  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco 
has  been  estimated  using  a  1 and-use  approach  for  trip  generation. 
The  travel  demand  from  the  Main  Program  has  been  added  to  the  travel 
demand  from  the  cumulative  development.    Future  travel  into  the 
downtown  has  been  assumed  to  be  a  result  of  construction  and 
occupancy  of  downtown  office  and  retail  space.    The  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (DCP)  has 
identified  office  buildings  in  the  greater  downtown  area  as  being 
under  formal  review,  approved  or  under  construction.    Table  C-8  shows 
the  list  of  buildings  separated  by  review  status  and  includes 
Assessor's  Block  number  and  DCP  case  number  for  each  building. 
Table  C-9  contains  the  total  gross  square  feet  of  office  and  retail 
space  for  each  review  status  category.    The  information  contained  in 
these  tables  represents  the  best  data  available  from  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  at  the  time  of  preparation  of  this  document. 

The  list  of  projects  shown  in  Table  C-8  and  the  development  totals 
shown  in  Table  C-9  include  all  office  buildings  in  the  greater 
downtown  area  and  the  South  of  Market  area  that  are  under 
construction  or  have  been  approved,  and  all  buildings  for  which  a 
Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City  for  review  or 
for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  projects  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land 
Disposition  Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.    Proposed  developments  that  were  not 
definitive  and/or  appear  to  be  inactive  or  withdrawn  by  the  project 
sponsor  were  not  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

Hotel  development  has  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses 
because  hotel  uses  have  different  peaking  characteristics  from  office 
buildings  and  generally  do  not  significantly  affect  peak-hour  traffic 
or  transit.    Hotel  travel  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  of  the 
transportation  system  would  be  distributed  between  employees  and 
guests  with  guest  travel  comprising  about  60%  of  the  total.  Hotel 
employee  travel  would  be  primarily  in  the  peak  (commute)  direction. 
Hotel  guest  travel  would  tend  to  be  more  evenly  distributed 
directional ly  (i.e.  less  than  half  in  the  peak  direction)  as  guest 
arrivals  would  be  in  the  contra  commute  direction.    For  both 
employees  and  guests,  about  70%  of  the  p.m.  peak  hour  travel  would  be 
made  to  destinations  in  San  Francisco  (employee  trips  would  be 
primarily  to  residential  areas  where  as  guest  trips  would  be  to 
recreational  destinations).    Thus,  the  effective  increase  in 
peak-hour  commute  direction  traffic  and  transit  demand  from  the 
cumulative  hotel  development  would  be  less  than  1%.    As  the 
transportation  analysis  is  accurate  to  within  +10%-15%  (see  YBC  FEIR, 
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TABLE  C-8:       CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT*  IN  DOWNTOWN  SAN 

FRANCISCO  AS  OF  AUGUST  6,  1982  (EXCLUSIVE  OF  THE  MAIN  PROGRAM) 


PROJECTS  UNDER  FORMAL  REVIEW 


Assessor's  Block 

Case  No. 

Project  Name 

58 

82.234ED 

Roundhouse 

112 

81.258 

Ice  House  Conversion  (C)** 

136 

81.245 

955  Front  at  Green 

176 

81.673 

Columbus/Pacific  Savoy 

228 

81.610ED 

569  Sacramento  (C) 

240 

81.705ED 

580  Cal if orni a/Kearny 

265 

81.195ED 

388  Market  at  Pine 

269 

81.132ED 

Russ  Tower  Addition 

270 

81.175ED 

466  Bush 

288 

81.461ED 

333  Bush  (Campeau) 

288 

81.687ED 

222  Kearny/Sutter 

669 

81.667ED 

1361  Bush  (C) 

716 

81.581ED 

Polk/O'Farrell 

3702 

81.549ED 

1145  Market 

3703 

81.494ED 

1041-49  Market 

3707 

81.492ED 

90  New  Montgomery 

3707 

81.245C 

New  Montgomery  PI . 

3708 

81 .493ED 

71  Stevenson 

3733 

82.29E 

832  Folsom 

3760 

81.386 

401  6th 

3776 

81.59 

Welsh  Commons 

3778 

81.630ED 

548  5th/Brannan 

3781 

82.99E 

Greyhound  Bus  Terminal 

3786 

82.33E 

655  5th/Townsend 

3789 

82.31EV 

615  2nd/Brannan  (C) 

9900 

81.63 

Ferry  Building  Rehab 

9900 

Pier  One  Development 

9900 

Agriculture  Building 

106 

81.415ED 

1299  Sansome 

161 

80.191 

Mirawa  Center 

164 

81.631D 

847  Sansome 

164 

81.573D 

50  Osgood  Place 

166 

CU81.7 

222  Pacific  (C) 

166 

80.15 

750  Battery 

206 

81.165D 

401  Washington  at  Battery 

227 

80.296 

Bank  of  Canton 

261 

81.249ECQ 

333  California 

262 

81.206D 

130  Battery 

267 

81.241D 

160  Sansome 

268 

81  .4220 

250  Montgomery  at  Pine 

271 

81.517 

453  Grant 

271 

582  Bush 
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APPROVED  PROJECTS 

sor' s  Block 

Case  No. 

294 

82.870 

311 

82.120D 

351 

DR79.24 

3512 

82.14 

3518 

81 .483V 

3705 

80.315 

3709 

81.113ED 

3715 

82. 16EC 

3717 

80.349 

3717 

82.82D 

3722 

81 .417ED 

3724 

81.102E 

3729 

82.860 

3722 

81.548DE 

3733 

81.2 

3735 

80.106 

3738 

DR80.5 

3741 

82.203C 

3749 

81.18 

3751 

77.220 

3752 

77.220 

3763 

81.287V 

3763 

81.381 

3775 

81 .147V 

3776 

81.693EV 

3787 

81.306 

3788 

81.296Z 

3789 

81 .552EV 

3794 

81.569EV 

3803 

81.244D 

Project  Name 

44  Campton  Place 
S.F.  Federal 

Mardikian/1170-1172  Market 
Van  Ness  Plaza 
291  10th  St. 

Pacific  III  Apparel  Mart 
Central  Plaza 
121  Steuart 

Spear/Main  (160  Spear) 
135  Main 

144  Second  at  Minna 

Holland  Ct.  (C) 

774  Tehama 

466  Clementina  (C) 

868  Folsom 

95  Hawthorne  (C) 

315  Howard 

201  Spear 

Marathon  -  2nd  &  Folsom 
National  Maritime  Union*** 
Office  Bldg.  (YBC  SB-1)*** 
490  2nd  at  Bryant  (C) 
480  2nd  at  Stillman  (C) 
338-340  Brannan  (C) 
539  Bryant/Zoe 
252  Townsend  at  Lusk 
690  2nd/Townsend  (C) 
625  2nd/Townsend  (C) 
123  Townsend 
China  Basin  Expansion 
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PROJECTS  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION 
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289 

81 .3080 
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reaerai  rseserve  canK 

3715 

141  Steuart 

3717 

79.236 

101  Mission  at  Spear 

3717 

150  Spear 

3718 

79.12 

Pacific  Gateway 

3724 

Verba  Buena  West*** 

3735 

Convention  Plaza*** 

*  Includes  all  office  buildings  in  the  greater  downtown  area  and  the  South  of 
Market  area  for  which  a  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City 
for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  buildings  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved.    It  does  not  include  buildings  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  for  which  no  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission,  as  it  is  not  possible  to  know  what  development  will  be  approved  in 
this  area.    It  does  not  include  Mission  Bay  as  no  formal  proposal  has  been 
submitted  to  the  City  and  the  development  is  still  in  early  planning  stages. 
It  does  not  include  proposed  office  space  in  the  YBC  Main  Program,  which  is 
analyzed  separately. 

**  The  letter  (C)  after  a  project  refers  to  a  conversion  (generally  industrial 
and/or  warehouse  space  to  office  space). 

***These  projects  are  part  of  the  YBC  Main  Program  and  have  been  analyzed  as 
part  of  the  Main  Program  and  not  as  part  of  the  non-YBC  cumulative 
development.    They  are  listed  here  because  they  are  approved  or  under 
construction,  as  noted. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning. 
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TABLE  C-9:      GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  OF  CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT  IN 
DOWNTOWN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS  OF  AUGUST  6,  1982 


Office  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.)       Retail  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


Status  of  Project 

Total  New 
Constr. 

Net  New* 
Constr. 

Total  New 
Constr. 

Net  New* 
Constr. 

Under  Formal  Review 

4,220,970 

3,801,570 

310,650 

249,150 

Approved 

5,329,350 

4,763,600 

187,850 

150,310 

Under  Construction 

7,079,050 

6,753,350 

260,250 

136,050 

SUB  TOTALS** 

16,629,370 

15,318,520 

758,750 

535,510 

Main  Program*** 

2,638,000 

2,638,000 

437,000 

437,000 

GRAND  TOTALS 

20,701,370 

19,390,520 

1,255,650 

1,032,410 

*  "Net  new"  space  is  used  to  refer  to  the  amount  of  new  construction  in  excess 
of  existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of  gross  square  feet  of  floor  space. 
It  does  not  refer  to  net  leasable  or  net  rentable  floor  space. 

**  Includes  all  office  projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area  and  the  South  of 
Market  area  for  which  a  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City 
for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  projects  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved.  -It  does  not  include  projects  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Development  Areas  for  which  no  Land  Disposition  Agreements 
have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission,  as  it 
is  not  possible  to  know  what  development  will  be  approved  in  this  area.  It 
does  not  include  Mission  Bay  as  no  formal  proposal  has  been  submitted  to  the 
City  and  the  development  is  still  in  early  planning  stages. 

***  Main  Program  totals  from  Table  2,  p.  37. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning. 
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Appendix  F,  pg.  90),  the  increase  would  be  within  the  margin  of  error 
for  the  analysis,  i.e.,  after  rounding  to  two  significant  figures  the 
increases  would  not  be  discernible. 

Residential  development  has  not  been  included  because  residential 
travel  in  the  downtown  is  generally  in  the  contra-commute  direction 
during  peak-hours  and  because  the  office  trip  generation  rate  and 
modal  split  distribution  are  predicated  on  the  assumption  that 
housing  would  be  available  in  the  City.    Thus,  inclusion  of 
residential  development  would  be  double  counting  of  office  building 
generated  travel. 

The  cumulative  development  analysis  has  considered  0.5  million  gross 
square  feet  of  retail  space  proposed  to  be  built  in  conjunction  with 
office  buildings.    The  analysis  did  not  consider  any  free-standing 
retail  space.    The  only  free-standing  retail  development  downtown 
which  is  under  formal  review,  approved,  or  under  construction,  is  the 
Neiman-Marcus  development  which  has  recently  been  completed.  The 
Neiman-Marcus  store  would  generate  about  200  new  p.m.  peak-hour 
person-trip-ends.    This  would  be  an  increase  of  less  than  1%  over  the 
cumulative  development  travel  demand.    The  increase  would  be  within 
the  margin  of  error  for  the  transportation  analysis,  i.e.  after 
rounding  to  two  significant  figures,  the  increase  would  not  be 
discernible. 

The  cumulative  analysis  does  not  include  projects  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  for  which  no  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission,  as  it  is  not  possible  to  know  what  development 
will  be  approved  in  this  area.    Possible  land  uses  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  include  hotel,  housing, 
office,  open  space,  public  parking,  retail,  and  warehouse  uses./2/ 
Mission  Bay  has  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses  as  no 
application  has  been  submitted  to  the  City  and  it  is  uncertain  what 
formal  proposal  may  be  made.    The  development  potential  for  the 
Mission  Bay  and  Rincon  Hill  areas  is  presently  in  preliminary  stages 
of  planning.    Eleven  alternatives  are  under  consideration  for  Mission 
Bay.    A  planning  and  feasibility  study  is  being  made  for  Rincon 
Hill.    No  project  approvals  have  been  applied  for;  the  amount  and 
type  of  development  has  not  been  established  for  either  area. 

Existing  office  and  retail  space  that  would  be  replaced  by  new 
buildings  was  subtracted  from  the  proposed  new  construction  to  better 
approximate  the  impacts  the  new  buildings  would  have  on 
transportation  facilities.    As  shown  in  Table  C-9,  net  new  office  and 
retail  space  is  less  than  total  new  construction  as  a  result  of 
subtracting  out  existing  office  and  retail  space  to  be  demolished  on 
sites  proposed  for  new  buildings. 

Estimates  of  future  travel  from  the  non-YBC  cumulative  development 
have  been  made  using  trip  generation  rates  of  17.5  person  trip  ends 
(one  way  trips)  per  1,000  net  leasable  square  feet  of  net  new  office 
space  and  100  person  trip  ends  (pte)  per  1,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net 
new  retail  space. /3/    Gross  square  feet  of  office  space  was  converted 
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to  net  leasable  square  feet  by  assuming  an  efficiency  factor  of  80%. 
The  retail  space  has  been  assumed  to  be  primarily  "ground-floor 
retail"  which  would  serve  the  office  building  users.    Based  upon 
survey  data  collected  at  the    Embarcadero  Center,  approximately  45% 
of  the  travel  generated  by  "ground-floor  retail"  uses  has  been 
assumed  to  be  oriented  to  office  uses  and  is  already  included  in  the 
office  trip  generation  rate.    Thus,  55%  of  the  non-YBC  cumulative 
retail  trip  generation  has  been  assumed  to  be  "new"  to  each  site./4/ 
This  factor  has  not  been  applied  to  the  retail  travel  in  the  Main 
Program  as  the  YBC  retail  has  been  assumed  to  be  more  intensive  than 
typical  "ground  floor"  retail  in  office  buildings.    Refer  to  the 
discussion  on  pp.  251  to  253  of  Appendix  C  for  explanation  of  the 
Main  Program  Trip  generation. 

P.M.  peak-hour  travel  from  the  cumulative  office  and  retail 
development  was  assigned  to  modes  of  travel  based  upon  the  regional 
distribution  and  modal  split  shown  in  Table  C-10,  p.  C-14.  During 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  about  20%  of  the  daily  office  travel  and  10%  of 
the  daily  retail  travel  was  assumed  to  occur.    Of • the  peak  hour 
office  travel,  approximately  90%  was  assumed  to  be  work-related  and 
10%  was  assumed  to  be  other  travel.    On  a  daily  basis,  office  travel 
was  assumed  to  be  57%  work-related  and  43%  other  travel. /5/  The 
travel  distribution  applied  to  the  Main  Program  (discussed  on  pp.  251 
to  253)  differs  from  that  shown  in  Table  C-10,  p.  C-14  as  YBC  was 
assumed  to  have  a  greater  attraction  for  travel  from  outside  of 
downtown  than  a  typical  office  development. 

To  calculate  vehicle  trip  ends,  average  automobile  occupancies  were 
assumed  for  each  regional  area  based  upon  available  data.  Currently, 
commute  travel  to  the  East  Bay  is  about  1.8  persons  per  vehicle;  the 
north  Bay  is  about  1.5  persons  per  vehicle;  and  to  the  Peninsula  is 
about  1.2  persons  per  vehicle. /6/    San  Francisco  auto  occupancy  was 
assumed  to  be  1.4  persons  per  vehicle./?/ 

A  basic  assumption  in  all  of  the  transportation  analyses  is  that 
existing  regional  distributions  and  modal  splits  would  continue  into 
the  future  unchanged.    Thus,  the  implicit  assumption  has  been  made 
that  about  40%  of  the  future  employees  would  live  in  San  Francisco. 
If  housing  is  not  available  in  the  City  then  a  greater  impact  than 
noted  would  result  on  the  commute  corridors  into  the  City  from  the 
North  Bay,  East  Bay  and  Peninsula.    If,  however,  housing  is  not 
available  in  the  City,  the  impact  on  the  Muni  would  be  less  than 
noted  because  City  residents  are  the  majority  of  Muni  users. 

Vehicle  travel  and  parking  demand  have  been  based  upon  demand 
projections  and  are  assumed  to  be  unconstrained  by  the  ability  of  the 
freeway  and  bridge  system  to  carry  the  additional  demand.  Freeway 
and  bridge  capacity  into  downtown  is  essentially  fixed  at  existing 
levels  as  major  construction  would  be  required  to  add  new  capacity. 
Current  levels  of  vehicle  traffic  on  the  freeway  and  bridge  system 
are  at  or  near  capacity.    Thus,  if  the  projection  of  person  trip  ends 
in  autos  is  assumed  to  be  correct,  the  levels  of  vehicle  occupancy 
would  have  to  increase  in  the  future  as  the  freeway  and  bridge  system 
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could  not  handle  an  appreciable  increase  in  autos  at  the  peak  hour. 
If  vehicle  occupancy  were  to  increase,  vehicle  trip  ends  and 
subsequent  parking  demand  would  be  less  than  projected.  Alternately, 
the  peak  hour  level  of  demand  could  spread  into  hours  adjacent  to  the 
peak  hour  (as  is  currently  happening).    However,  there  is  a  finite 
limit  as  to  how  far  the  peak  can  spread  over  time  and  still  allow 
business  to  function.    Prediction  of  a  parking  deficit  is  hindered  by 
the  inability  to  accurately  predict  modal  shifts  (i.e.,  shifts  from 
single  occupant  autos  to  ridesharing  or  transit)  and  by  the 
uncertainties  of  the  City  parking  policy  and  implementation  (i.e., 
how  many  spaces  will  the  City  approve  in  the  future,  where  will  they 
be  located  and  how  many  existing  spaces  will  the  City  allow  or 
require  to  be  removed  or  converted  from  long-term  to  short-term.) 
Consequently,  parking  predictions  have  been  made  that  show  a  deficit 
based  upon  existing  modal  splits  is  projected.    As  the  factors 
influencing  modal  choice  —  such  as  availability  of  transit  and 
carpools,  desirable  transit  and  carpool  schedules,  walking  distance, 
parking  location  and  availability,  parking  cost,  employee  subsidies 
of  parking  cost,  etc.  —  differ  from  individual,  it  is  not  possible 
to  predict  precisely  how  future  travel  patterns  may  differ. 

Transit  demand  has  been  projected  based  upon  existing  travel  patterns 
and  is  assumed  not  to  be  dependent  upon  the  availability  of  transit 
capacity.    Two  levels  of  operations  (load  factor)  calculations  have 
been  made.    One  load  factor  has  been  calculated  based  upon  existing 
capacity  and  is  intended  to  represent  conditions  that  would  result  if 
no  improvements  are  made  to  the  transit  system.    The  second  load 
factor  is  calculated  based  upon  forecast  capacity  (as  defined  in  each 
agency's  five-year  plan)  and  is  intended  to  portray  conditions  that 
would  result  if  planned,  scheduled  improvements  are  made. 

Muni  is  proposing  to  increase  systemwide  capacity  by  19%.    BART  is 
projecting  a  peak  hour  capacity  of  16,500  seats  transbay  (eastbound) 
and  11,000  seats  westbay  (westbound).    Recommended  maximum  capacity 
as  described  by  BART  would  be  24,750  and  16,500  respectively.  AC 
Transit  does  not  have  any  increases  proposed  for  its  transbay 
service.    SamTrans  is  proposing  to  have  a  capacity  of  between  4,800 
and  5,000  seats  per  hour  on  its  San  Francisco  routes.  Recommended 
maximum  capacity  as  described  by  SamTrans,  would  be  6,250  riders. 
Southern  Pacif ic/CalTrans  does  not  have  any  proposals  to  increase 
seated  capacitym,  but  station  improvements,  including  additional 
parking,  are  proposed.    Golden  Gate  Transit  is  proposing  to  increase 
peak  period  (6-10  a.m.)  motor  coach  capacity  by  25%  over  existing 
levels.    Golden  Gate  Transit  is  currently  operating  only  two  of  the 
three  Larkspur  ferries.    The  proposal  for  future  ferry  service 
improvements  involves  converting  all  three  Larkspur  ferry  boats  from 
gas  turbine  to  diesel  engines  and  using  all  three  ferries  on  the 
Larkspur/San  Francisco  route.    The  district  proposes  to  increase  peak 
hour  ferry  service  by  70%  over  existing  (austere)  levels  by  using  all 
three  ferries  and  operating  additional  runs  in  the  peak  hour./8/ 
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WorkTraveT  ~      Other  Travel  RETAIL  Travf 


Geog.  Geog.  Geog. 

ographic  Area  %*       Mode  %**  Mode  %**  %*  Mode 

n  Francisco 

Downtown/Northeast  7.0     Auto  9.0  33.0     Auto  2.0  84.0     Auto  3 

(East  of  Van  Ness,  Muni  61.0  Muni  20.0  Muni  1. 

North  of  Market  BART  1.0  BART  0.0  BART  1 

to  the  Embarcadero,  Walk  29.0  Walk  78.0  Walk  89, 
South  of  Market  to  101) 

Northwest  15.0     Auto  31.0  11.0     Auto  15.0  1.0     Auto  10, 

(Richmond, Marina  Muni  69.0  Muni  85.0  Muni  90, 
Western  Addition) 

Southwest  13.0     Auto  29.0  13.0     Auto  12.0  2.0     Auto  10, 

(Sunset, Parkside,  Muni  62.0  Muni  69.0  Muni  80, 

Ingleside, Excelsior,  BART  9.0  BART  19.0  BART  10, 
Twin  Peaks,  and  Upper  Market) 

Southeast  5.0     Auto  26.0  7.0     Auto  13.0  2.0     Auto  10, 

(Potrero  Hill,  Bayview,  Muni  52.0  Muni  38.0  Muni  80, 

Hunters  Point,  BART  22.0  BART  50.0  BART  10, 
East  and  South  of  101) 


linsula                                     18.0     Auto  44.0  8.0     Auto  50.0  3.0     Auto  25, 

(San  Mateo  and  Santa                            Muni  3.0  Muni  0.0  Muni  0. 

:iara  Counties)                                     BART  19.0  BART  30.0  BART  25. 

SamT  7.0  SamT  10.0  SamT  0. 

SPRR  27.0  SPRR  10.0  SPRR  50. 

St  Bay                                       30.0     Auto  33.0  20.0     Auto  13.0  6.0     Auto  38. 

(Alameda  and  Contra                               BART  37.0  BART  79.0  BART  62. 

:osta  Counties)                                    A-C  30.0  A-C  8.0  A-C  0. 

rth  Bay***                                 12.0     Auto  58.0  8.0     Auto  70.0  2.0     Auto  70. 

(Marin  and  Sonoma                                 6GTB  35.0  GGTB  20.0  GGTB  30. 

:ounties)                                               6GTF  7.0  GGTF  10.0  GGTF  0. 


'ercent  of  travel  with  origins  or  destinations  in  each  geographic  area. 

'ercent  of  travel  in  each  geographic  area  using  listed  mode  of  travel. 

*^GGTB  stands  for  Golden  Gate  Transit  Bus;  GGTF  stands  for  Golden  Gate  Transit  Ferry. 

JRCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  TJKM,  Environmental  Science  Associates. 
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Employment  Trend  Approach  to  Cumulative  Analysis 

In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has 
been  used  to  estimate  the  transportation  impacts  of  both  the  proposed 
project  and  cumulative  development.    An  alternate  type  of  approach 
developed  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  is  to  forecast  travel 
demand  based  upon  regional  projections  of  employment  share 
(employment  trend  approach) ./9/    Briefly,  the  fundamental  differences 
between  (and  limitations  of)  the  two  approaches  are:/10/ 

The  land-use  approach  (as  it  has  been  applied  in  this  EIR)  has  used 
net  new  office  space  and  net  new  retail  space  actually  proposed  or 
under  construction  downtown  (less  space  in  buildings  demolished  to 
make  way  for  new  buildings)  as  the  basis  for  travel  generation.  The 
1 and-use  approach  assumes  that  all  of  the  currently  proposed 
development  in  the  downtown  area  will  be  constructed  and  fully 
occupied  within  the  1990  time  frame.    If  some  of  the  proposed 
developments  are  never  constructed,  or  are  not  occupied  within  the 
1990  time  frame,  the  impacts  would  be  proportionately  less.  The 
1 and-use  approach  does  not  consider  loss  of  employment  in  offices  or 
other  industries  as  buildings  become  vacant,  for  sale  or  are 
renovated  into  non-office  uses. 

The  employment  trend  approach  forecasts  a  total  increase  in 
employment  in  downtown  that  has  taken  account  of  loss  of  employment 
as  industries  and  offices  move  out  of  the  City,  replacement  of  one 
type  of  industry  with  another  (industry  shifts),  as  well  as 
replacement  of  existing  office  space  with  new  office  space.  The 
employment  trend  approach  makes  no  assumptions  concerning  occupancy 
rates  or  actual  square  footage  of  development  constructed;  rather,  it 
generates  employment  increases  from  a  standpoint  which  assigns  jobs 
by  metropolitan  sector  (area)  based  upon  extrapolation  of  past 
regional  trends  and  which  considers  long-term  industry  shifts  to, 
within,  and  away  from  each  area. 

Note  that  neither  of  the  two  approaches  has  attempted  to  project 
future  changes  in  modal  split. 

To  illustrate  the  differences  in  projections  resulting  from  the  two 
approaches.  Table  C-11,  following,  shows  the  total  employment 
projections  by  the  two  methods  (and  the  project's  share  thereof),  the 
regional  distribution  of  trips,  and  Muni's  share  of  the  new  transit 
travel  (and  the  project's  share  thereof). 

As  shown  in  the  table,  the  employment  trend  approach  using  historical 
data,  predicts  about  35  percent  fewer  employees  in  the  downtown  and 
about  20  percent  fewer  riders  on  the  Muni  than  does  the  1 and-use 
approach,  which  considers  office  and  retail  space  currently  under 
construction,  approved,  and  proposed  downtown. 

If  future  office  development  does  not  occur  along  the  lines  of  the 
past  long-term  trends  as  assumed  in  the  employment  trend  approach, 
then  the  projections  made  in  Working  Paper  I  would  be  revised.  The 
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average  annual  growth  during  the  period  1965-1980  was  less  than  the 
growth  per  year  proposed,  approved,  or  under  construction  for  the 
period  1980-1984.    The  employment  trend  approach  assumes  average 
growth  through  1990  would  be  at  the  lower  historic  rate.  Conversely, 
if  less  than  the  amount  of  growth  assumed  in  the  1 and-use  approach 
occurs  then  the  lower  historic  rate  would  be  correct. 

Until  a  forecast  is  made  to  determine  how  the  current  decade's  cycle 
of  development  may  differ  from  the  past,  a  judgment  of  the 
applicability  of  results  from  Working  Paper  I  may  not  be  made. 
Consequently,  this  EIR  has  retained  the  land-use  approach  and 
presented  this  comparison  of  the  employment  trend  approach.  Both 
methods  should  be  looked  upon  as  describing  potential  scenarios  of 
future  conditions. 


TABLE  C-11:    COMPARISONS  OF  LAND-USE  AND  EMPLOYMENT  TREND  APPROACHES 


Downtown  Muni 
Employment    Project      Regional  Trip  Share        Peak-hour  Project 


Approach 

Increase 

Share* 

S.F. 

Pen. 

E.B. 

N.B. 

Increase** 

Land  Use 

86,200 

28% 

49% 

16% 

24% 

11% 

15,800 

Empl.  Trend 

56,100 

44% 

50- 

19% 

17- 

10% 

12,900+ 

(maximum) 

54% 

21% 

28% 
34% 


NOTE:    As  explained  in  the  text,  comparisons  between  the  entries  for  the  two 
approaches  must  be  made  with  the  understanding  that  the  1 and-use  approach 
reflects  increases  in  employment  and  transit  demand  based  upon  net  increases 
in  downtown  office  and  retail  space,  while  the  employment  trend  approach 
reflects  increases  in  downtown  employment  based  upon  historical  trends.  The 
differences  among  the  regional  -  trip  share  figures  reflect  these  and  the  other 
differences  between  the  two  approaches. 


*Employment  generated  by  the  proposed  Main  Program,  excluding  the  Convention 
Center  (see  Table  11,  p.  130),  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown 
employment  increase. 

**The  Muni  peak-hour  increase  is  a  demand  projection  (based  upon  existing  and 
long-term  employment  trends)  that  is  not  dependent  upon  available  or  expected 
transit  capacity. 

***Muni  peak-hour  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  Main  Program  excluding  the 
convention  center  (see  Table  14a,  p.  C&R-91),  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative 
downtown  Muni  peak-hour  increase. 

+Based  on  54  %  regional  trip  split  to  San  Francisco  (worst-case). 
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Footnote  HI  on  p.  251  is  replaced  by  the  following: 

HI  Land  uses  from  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area, 
San  Francisco,  California,  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report/Environmental  Impact  Statement,  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning  certified  November  5,  1980. 

The  following  notes  are  added  to  p.  251. 

/3/  The  regional  distribution,  office  trip  generation,  trip  purpose 
and  peak  hour  percentage  are  from  Attachment  1  of  the  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Impact  Review,  Transportation  Impacts  Department  of 
City  Planning,  October  1980  and  the  modal  split  assignment  is  from 
Attachment  2  supplemented  by  survey  data  collected  by  Environmental 
Science  Associates,  Inc. 

/4/  Retail  trip  generation  is  from  Trip  Generation,  Institute  of 
Transportation  Engineers  (ITE),  1979.    Rates  have  been  adjusted  from 
vehicle  trip  ends  to  person  trip  ends  based  upon  an  assumed  vehicle 
occupancy  of  1.4  persons  per  vehicle.    The  survey  of  retail  travel 
was  conducted  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  at  Embarcadero 
Center  on  Thursday,  June  17,  1982  between  10:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. 

/5/  The  percentage  of  work  and  non-work  trips  is  from  the  Guidelines 
(see  note  1)  and  from  Urban  Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals, 
Universities,  Office  Buildings,  and  Capitols,  Report  No.  62,  National 
Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program. 

/6/  East  Bay  auto  occupancy  is  from  data  collected  at  the  Bay  Bridge 
toll  plaza  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (May,  1981); 
North  Bay  auto  occupancy  is  from  data  collected  at  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  toll  plaza  by  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District  (June,  1982);  Southern  Peninsula  auto 
occupancy  is  an  estimate  from  CalTrans  (June,  1982). 

HI  The  occupancy  rate  is  from  The  Downtown  Traffic  and  Parking 
Study,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  1970. 

78/  Muni  projections  from  Municipal  Railway  Street  Rehabilitation  and 
Replacement  Plan,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  May 
1982;  BART  projections  from  Marty  Birkenthal  of  BART  on  August  18, 
1982;  SamTrans  projections  from  Gregory  Kipp  of  SamTrans  on  August 
18,  1982;  A-C  Transit  proposals  from  Ted  Reynolds  of  AC  Transit  on 
August  18,  1982;  Golden  Gate  Transit  proposals  from  Alan  Zahradnik  of 
Golden  Gate  Transit  on  August  19,  1982,  Southern  Pacific  proposal 
from  James  Strong,  Design  Engineer  with  Southern  Pacific,  on  August 
26,  1982. 

79/  Department  of  City  Planning,  Working  Paper  I,  Projection  of 
Long-range  Transportation  Demand,  May,  1982,  prepared  in  cooperation 
with  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC),  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  and  the  Municipal  Railway. 
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(Muni).    Employment  trend  data  was  compiled  by  ABAG  from  trends  in 
County  Business  Pattern  (U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  the 
Census,  March  12,  1979),  with  1979  as  the  base  year  for  future 
projections  and  regional  distributions.    Modal  split  data  are  from 
the  1975  Travel  Survey  prepared  by  MTC. 

/lO/  The  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
(OER),  has  issued  a  memorandum,  dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the 
subject  of  the  differences  in  the  land-uses  and  employment  trend 
approaches,  and  recommending  that  both  approaches  be  used  in  future 
EIRs  to  give  a  more  balanced  assessment  of  future  peak  transportation 
demand.    This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and  available  from  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor.  The 
memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental  differences  between  the 
two  approaches  and  also  details  the  limitations  of  each  approach. 

The  discussion  in  Appendix  D  (pp.  261-262  in  the  EIR)  has  been  updated  to 
recognize  data  recently  available  in  the  1982-87  Five-year  Plans  and  is 
incorporated  into  this  revised  Appendix  C.    Thus,  Appendix  D  is  deleted 
from  the  EIR. 
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